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-, Chapter, 1

Introduction

I. GENERAL

The National' Survey c£ 'Individualized Education Programs (IEPs) for
.

Handicapped Children was condTed in the spring of 1979 by the Research

Triangle.Inititute (RIT) under contract to the Bhreauof 144eVion for the

Handicapped' (nom the Office of Special ,Education within the Department of

Education),USOE. The methodology and findings.of this national,survey, which,

consisted of a Basie'Survey and two companion substudies; are described in

five volumes.!'VoluMea is ancxecutive summary of the survey methodology and

findings; Volume II describes the background, objecttvestmethodology, and
..

instrumentation; yolumeIII.presenti the findings of the Basic Survey; ana

Volume V.presenta the findings of the State/Special Facility Substudy. This

irolumelVoluMe IV, presents the findings 44 the Retrospective' Longitudinal

'Substully;,
, . . . . /

,,,
-,- Thischapter provides the background and p ose'of the substudy and

describe the organization of Volume IV.
.

IL BACKGROUND AND PURPOSE

While the Basic Survey described in Volume III focused on describing IEPs

and various factors related to IEPs for the current year(the,1978-79 school

year), the Retrospective Longitudinal Substudy focused' on -bange.in IEPs and

related factors from the prior year .(the 1977-78 school year, the, initial year

for which IEPs were mandated by P.L. 944'142) to the current' year (the 1978-79
.4

04 sch8.41 year). The subitudy consisted of two distinct activities intended to

addzess specific questioni regarding change over time. The Level 1 Retrospet-

tive
\

Longj.tudinal,Substudy was designed.to detect change from the prior year

to the current yeai in the IEPs and the IEP process. The Level 2 Retrospective,

'Longitudinal Substudy was designed to, provide information regarding the extent

to which *cisl educatien,services actually provided to handicapped students
. .

_ were smilipr to'those services specified in the-IEPs. Further details of the
, -

background and purpose Of those two levels of the substudy are'provided

rattily be1.341-,
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A. Level 1 Retrdspective Longitudinal Substudy

As was discussed in Volumes II and III, the Basic Survey of the National

Survey of Indiiiddalized Education Progratg (IEPs) for Handicapped Children

primarily .focused, on describing the properties and.content of a national

sample of IEPs prepared fpr students, ages 3-21, wild were enrolled in LEA-

adminiitered public schools on 1 December 1978. As secondary ohjectives, the

Basic Survey included the identification of factors associated with variationt

in t,he properties a nd content of IEPs, the. provision of descriptive information

about the handicapped students being served'as required by PA94-142, the

nature of the services they received and the settings in whichthe services

4.

were provided, and the proeess whereby their IEPs were developed The Level 1

Retrospective Longitudinal Substudy was designed as an exploratory substudy to

provide insights into change over time in ell of the above factors. As such,

the Level 1 Substudy should lay, the groundwork fOr future studies to assess

progress relative to enhancing the utility of IEPs and implementing the mandates

of P.L. 94 -142. $

The Basic Survey was designed to answer ten general questions. Seven of

these, questions are pertinent to the Level 1 Retrospective Longitudinal Sub-

study, and are repeated here for the convenience, of the reader.

Question 1: What do IEPs look like?

Question 2: What kinds of information do IEPs contain?

Question 3: How 'is information presented in IEPs?

Question 4: Who participates in the development and approval of IEPs?

Questilin 5: What.types of special education and related services are

specified in IEPs?

Question 6: Hot/ informative and internally consistent are IEPs?

Question 7: In what service Lettings, and for what proportion of the

.academic week, do students receive the special education

s
services specified in IEPs?

The specific que stion addressed by the Level 1 Retrospective Longitudinal

Substudy was: "What is the difference between two consecutive school years in 4

the answers to Bisic Survey Questions 1-7 above for the same students?" To

obtain data to answer the substudy question, the IEP from the preceeding year

(the41977-78 school year) was collected and analyzed along with the IEP for .

the current year (the 1978-79 school year) for each of the 796 students in the

subsample, Collection of data at each school was completedin conjunction

, 14
1.2
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1

with the Basic Survey, including completion of a Student Characterkst$04,44,
Questionnaire by the special education teacher from the preceeding.yehr,

provided he or she was still in the school system. As was previously noted,'

the 1977-78 schoolyear was the initial year for which IEPs were mandateiby

P.L. 94-142; thus, the level 1 Substudy provided information 4garding change

from this initial year to the following year when schools and schiol districts
. -

/
% ,

presumably had clearer insights, into the requirements of the Actand h e
. , . N. p

requirements might be met.

/

B. Level 2 Retrospective Longitudinal Substudy
1 . . .

The prima,0 purpose of the Level 2 Retrospective Longitudinal bstuti,
. .

was threefold: (1)'to describe the special education and.related, eryeces ,
,

,
.

. 7 -: ' `:' 4 . ;+.17.,

actually.received b4r handicapped students; (2) to compare this special edUci-"., ',

tion program as actually implemented with the special educatioa program as 3.1
. 3

documented in the YEP; and (3) to determine the nature of.and reasons for any
. .

...

disirepgncies hetWeen the two.. Thin exPloiatory su6studylwasAptended to

supplement other data collected in the National Survey ofleltP,r6 r Handicappea.

Children,, and was
it

conducted with a
3

subsample of 0. students fr the Basic
4

Survey same. The finditigs provide in indication Of the' validity of the
. . . .

3

information, obtained from IiPs in the Basic Survey about'ihityPes arid service

settings of the special education services received15yhandicapped'students.

. The specific .objectiva of the Leyel 2 Substudy w s to provide answers to
,

the following research questions:
. .

. 1) What is the nature of the special education and related services

that students,in the subsample actually r ce yed? .

ja) How was the present level: of educa ioal service determined?

b), What special education services we e received during each of
....

. ,

.; 4

two consecutive years?

c) What related services were receive during each'of two consecu-

tive years?

d) In what setting were these service received during each of twos

consecutive years?
. r

2) How do the special education services ctually received by students

in the subsampli compare to those servi es sOecified'in the students'
/-

IEPs?

1.3-
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'a)
itaV'How does /the assessment process applied compare with that

10

lin IEPs,, for each of two consecutive years?

How do special, education services received compare to those

specifieA in IEPs, foreach of two consecutive years?

) How do the related services received compare to those specified

in IEPai, foreach of two consecutive years*?

a).' How do/ the settings where serviceswere received compare to

those /specified in IEPs, for each of two consecutive years?
1

How 4o,procedures for evaluating attainment of instructional

goals and.objectives compare to those specified in IEPs, fort
each/of two consecutive years?

'What are they reasons fof any differences between services
f

.ac ally received and services specified in IEPs, for each of

tw consecutive years?

'How 1cn ledgeable are parent/ (guardians) about. the IEPs of their

childr (wards)?

a) A e parents awit at theireir ch ildren have IEPs? .

b) H w familiar are Parents with their children's IEPs?

c) what extent do parents agree that their children's IEPs are

ppropriate for meeting their children's needs?

d) o wha xtent do parents feel that their children are receiving

11 f the sirvices specified in their IEPs?..

What jpersonnel pro5de what ptoportion of the IEP development effort?

Pt

Organization of the Remainder of VolumeIV elk

. . ,

Chapter 2 of this volume describes the Level 1 Substudy sample, discuses

.theguidelinesiused to determine educational and statistical significance of

efie dati,.ana presents the findings of the substudy. Chapter 3 summarizes the4 .67'
..'sLeve1,2 Substudy,methodology, describes the sample, and presents the findings

of the substudy. Chapter 4 provides a summary of major findings of the Retro-
.

spective Longitudinal Substudy and discussep
Am-

the major implicationi of the

findings: .

l'
.Appendix A contains supporting tables and other information for Chapter 2.

AppendixiB contains auppor(ihg information/for Chapter 3:
.
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Chapter 2

tevel 1 Retrospective Longitudinal Substudy Findings.

1 %
.

. INTRODUCTION

&
This settion,decribes the'Level 1 Retrospective Longitudinal. ubstudy.

, ,.. .

sahple, discusses the guidelines used to determineZhe educational 4'd statis-
.

tical significance oftheLevel 1 Substudy data, and present's alto erview of

thib cpmainder of the chapter.
47

r .

Description of the Sample

The initial sampling plan for the Level 1 Substudy was to r ndomly select

one of t he Basic Survey sample .members from each'd:the 507
.

choo)s that

participated in ...the Basis Survey. However, since a student' ould'not'be

eligible for the Level 1 subsample if his or her prior year I was not aliail-

abl*, there was some concern that the desired subsample of 5 students could

be obtained. As.a result, a decision was made to select to two Basic.

Survey members ,from, each school. Actually one Or more,Stud nts were selected
1

from 432; or 85 percent, of-the 507 schools in the Basic Survey. The resultant

subsample of 796 student included 675 regular 'school studenti (from 368
4r

,

reinlar, schools) and 1214special school students (from 64 special schools):

As noted previously, the RetrOspective Longitudinal Substudy was designed'

as an exploratory substddy to lay the groundwork for future studies of progress

in implementing the IEP mandates of.P.L. 94-142. However, the Level 1 Substudy

sample was ofsuffi ient size to detect shifts of reasonable magnitude.in the

properties and cog ents of IEPs from ode year to the next.

. The general characteriitits of students in the Level 1 sample (e.g.,

student grade level, age, race, "sex, nature of handicap) were basically iden-

Nical to those Of the Basic Survey sample.. These characteristics, for the

Level 1 substudy, are at shown in Table 2.1.

,

B. GudelinesUsed to Determine Educational and Statistical Significance

Most of the analyses to support the results discussed in this chapter

fotup on diffeices betWeen the estimated population measures (means and,

proportions) of i given charaCteristic opt property of IEPs-prepared for students

/

. a
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Table 2.1 , . 4'.
DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENTS IN LEVEL 1 SAMPLE BY

RACE, SEX, AGE, GRADE, AND HANDICAPPING CONDITION

Student Characteristics Percent- -
.

e / Race

White7Not Hispanic :72

Black, Not Hispanic la- 21

Hispanic
.1

4

Other
A

Sex I

Hale 62

Female 38

Age Levels.

- 3-5 2

6-12 60,

1415 25

16-2
a/

*Grade-

13

Pre-K or I 2

1 -3 -25

4-6 .24

7-9 22.

10-12 10

. Unmed/Undetermined 16

Handicapping. Conditions21
,

Nentally.Retarded, 33

Learnini Disabled

Emotionally disturbed

42 ,

SpeeCh-Imphired 26

Deaf Vid hard of Hearing 3
111,

. Orthopedically Impaired"
ot..

3

:VisuallyHadicapped. 1'

Other Health Impaired. 6

a/

t/

41

Detail does not adcpto total bechuse of rounding.

Percents total more than 100 because some students have multiple conditions.

O'
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for twd.consecutive years. As originally conceived, the Level I Retrospective

Longitudinal Substudy was intended to detect broad shifts in the properties

and contents of MI's from the Wor year to the-current year. Changes on the

ordir,of 1O to 25 percentage points were expected to be'noted In general,

however, changes of this magnitude did not occur. Foitunately, the,increased

size of the Leiel 1 sample pgovided sufficieht precision for detecting changes

on the order of five to ten percentage points for the total sample and for the

subSamtle of regular school students.

As stated in Chapter 7 of the Methodology Report, a de-termination of the

importance of certain study findings is a matter of judgement. In making this

judgement, consideration bust be given to both the practical impottance (educa-
.

tional significance) of observed difference and the probability that observed

differences were due to chance sampling errors (statistical significance). To

the extent practical) these guidelines were followed in-the reporting of data

for the Level 1 Substudy. However, since the differences' between the ptior-

year and current-yaar data typically were small, the question of what data to

report was more of an issue thin was the question of what data to exclude. If

the original ten or more percentage points difference had been used to determine

educational significance, practically no data would have been reported. As a
.4)

result, a,decision was made to establish a difference of at least ffve percent-
.

age.points as being reasonably educationhlly significant andto report such

findings without respect to the relatiVe importance of the issues Vivolyed.

Observed differences of this magnitude for the total Level 1 sample, as well-ft:-

as for the subsample of regular school students, were significant at the .0.

level; i.e., a sample difference of this magnitude can be expected to occur in

repeated samplings only five times in a hundred if the actual difference is

'k

This five percentage -point criterion is not applicable to the special

school subsample. Because of the small size of this subsample, non; of the

observed differences were statistically significant. However, findings for

the special school subsample are delineated in the tabular presentations

because of their usefulness in interpreting differences in the total sample.

The reader is reminded that the difference4)reported in this chapter are

based on data that describe the IEPs prepared-for the sametstudents for two

consecutive years,' Therefore, a high correlation exists between the charac-

teristics and properties of these IEPs from one year to the next. If the

2.3
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:repTerfwants to establish different criteria for edjcational and/or statistical

signifilipance, the formula for the independent t-testqsee Chapter 7, VolthreIII)
6

will give a reasonably good approximation of the standard error of the differ-

enci if the standard error computed by this formula is reduced by:25 percent

)AY. 6. to adjtisi for the cdkrelation between the data. This relationship was derived

by comparing the standard errors that were computed for.a small sample of

difference scores by both methods (i.e., the fbrmula appropriate for indepen-
,-A1'

dent measures andthe formula appropriate for correlated measures).

j

C. Overview of the Balance of the Chapter
*

The balance of this chapter presents answers to the questions regarding

change from the prior year (1977-78) to .the current year'(1978-79) in IEPs,
.

services and service settings, and the IEP process. Section II addresses

change in the formats -and other basic characteristics of IEPs, Section III

discusSes change in the kinds of information presented in IEPs and how this

information is presented, Section IV addresses the question regarding change

in the-completeness and internal consistency of IEPs, Section V discusses

change regarding participants in the developtent and 'approval Of IEPs,' Sec-
.

tion VI presents ilformation about change in the types of special education

and related services specified* in IEPv, and Section VII discusses change in

service settings and proportion of student time spent in service settings.

Complete data; with associated standard errors, are presented in Appendix B.

The prOportions, means, 'and other statistics presented and discussed in,

, this chapter are population estimates based on weighted sample data. These

estimates are presented and discudted as though they are precise population

values. The4e values are reportedto the nearest,tent6 of a whole number in

Appendix A, and they are rounded to'the nearest whole number for the text

dicussions.1

Thebe sections present data for the total of all students in the sample,

to'r students in regular schoks only, and for students in special schools

"Only.

I Note in rounding that if the first-digit to be dropped is 5, the last
digit retained is increased by 1 if it is odd but is kppt unchanged if,iCis
even; forexamile, 7.5 becomes 8,an& 6.5 becndes 6. (National Centegfor
Education ,Satistics,'N4ES guidelines, for tabular presentation. Wathiligton,

D.C.: Natibnal Center for Education Statistics (USOE, JEW), August 1974.1'

)
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It should be noted that, in the balanchlef'the chapter, the current year.

data often differ slight1y from similar cia.1resented for the Basic Survey, in
4,

Volume III. Tha is because the Level 1Aetrospective Longitudinal Substudy

sample was a subsample of the BatieNnieir sample and included only students
.

.

-..

for-whom a prior year IEP was availab14 thus, some differences would be

expected. These differences generally are smalland in no case are.they

statistically.significant:

II: CHANGE FROM PRIOR YEAR TO CURRENT YEAR IN THE FORMATS

AND OTHER BASIC CHARACTERISTICS OF IEPs

This section presents survey findings regarding change from the prior

year to the current year in the formats and other basic characteristics .of

IEPs. More specificaily,"it focuses on chinge in (a) the,number.of pageslEft

contained, (b) whether or not IEPs 'were legible and easy to. read, (c) the

types of headings they contained, (di whether or not their formats limited the

numberof aanual.goals or short-term objedtives, (e) the extent to which their

' formats restricted the porii'On of the IEP presented for-parental approval, and

(f) whether or not IEPs consisted of multiple documents? .

A. Frequency Distribution of IEPs by the Number -of Rages They Contained

Though not of sufficient magnitude to be stetisgcally'significant, there

was some indication of an increased numberof pages. in the current yeat IEPs.

The medium number of pages increased from 3 to 4 while the mean number of

pages increased from 4.7 to 5.3., This su4ge.stion of possible chalige occurred

f'or regular schools only. No change was noted in the number of pages in IEPs

; prepared for students in special education schools.
f.

More complete data, including associated standard errors, are provided, in

Table A.1 of.'Appendix A.

B. Proportion of IEPs that Were Legible and Reasonably Easy to Read

-

The overall change in the proportion of IEPs that-were legible and reason-

ably easy to read was relatively small with the proportion of.handwritten IEPs"

j.ncreasing by 4.6 percentage points while the proportion of led IEPs decreased

by 3 percentage points. Table 2.2 indicites one no

i
ble change in the ptepor-

.

tioft of IEPs that were typed as opposed to handwri ten. While there was a 5.3 (
.

:

.2.5
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Table 2.2

'DIFFERENCE, FRdN PRIOR YEAR TO CURRENT YEAR, IN DISTRIBUTION OF IEPs
ACROSS CATEGORIES OF READABILITY, BY REGULAR AND SPECIAL-SCHOOLS

(In percentage points)

T -- ,

.

Category of Legibility

Difference from Prior Year to Current Year

Regular School Special School Total-
1

.

1. IEP Typed and Legible

2. IEP Handwritten, But,
Easy to Read

.

3. IEP Handwritten, and
DiffiCult To Read

-t,

, -3.8

+5.3

..

c -0.8

+0.7 *-

.

-q.7

-1.9

_

-3.0

+4.6

-0.9

percentage poiht increase in theproportion of regular school IEPs that were

handwritten, special education schools showed an opposite change by increasing

(by 9.7 perreitage.points) the proportion of IEPs that were typed as opposed

to handwritten. Aiiichange'also is reflected in,the 7.7 percentage point

reductibn in the proportion of handwritten but easy to read special schOol

IEPs. It should be noted that these data for special schools are not statis-

tically signifiCant. . Another interesting detail is that for no student in the

substudy.sample was his or her IEP for both years difficult to read.

Table A.2 in Appendix A provides associated standard errors .for tWe data

fgom which the abovelwere.derive8.

40 %

C.: Proportion of IEPs that ContainedSpecific Headings

Figure 2.1 portrays the amount. of change frail the prior year to the
4t:

current fear in the percentage of IEPs that contained speciftt headings.

While the amount of change and the number of cases involved generally was too

small to make inferences about any specific heading, a definite move toward

increasing the number of specific headings on IEPs was indicated. More com-

plete information.is included ih Table A.3.
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Dec ..... s

0
$o Change

0

14
Int rea'aes

10 J21"

',Student's tile or Otrthdate
'ma
O/2 /i /ou

2 Student's grade level
m
war

3. Student's sex :, :AO .

4. Student's race .
,ouvOlumun

5. Student's primary language wow

6 Present level of performance
information

AUK

7. A moat data to support
present level of performance

..mmammrmr 0

8. Date of the et of
'piesent level of Perforosee*

MINIM
/4"0"4

9. Nature of student's handicap ,

10. Student's strengths

11. Student's speetal interests .

12. Student's school attendance
record . (-1166r"

13 Placesent reeommendatios warar.....

14 Services ("special" or "related")
to 5t provided aurortungro,..

15. Rationale for placement or
services

ur it

16 Pqrsoomel responsible for
servites

.

17 'Otte service is too begin AUKIIX

18 Anticipated duration of service

19 Rdicommesded extent of pariiti.
patios in retular ',roared

C=ZZZLI

rAm..../.0.10/4r02/:

20 Physical edupation needs

21 Date of preparation of IEP r.,/,M-g.

22 Pariicipasts in the IEP 9
r.

....I. ..
..,..

23 Signature of individuals'uho
approved the TEP

inmi
"KILL

24 Titles of individuals 14$0
approved the II?

EAraniri:AW41

25 Parental approval FAW.M.

26 Results of parental notification

2; Annual goals 3 700

28 ?riortt littiog of annual goals r.c.r.o.'

29. Short tern objectives
4

30 Recommended instructional materials.
resources. stratecies. or techniques

.dr...-..mrarrArAre.r.ruram.a

31. Date short-tern ohjettives met 4.,
OWWWWWWVAIPLA

32. Proposed evaluation criteria . A.

S3. Proposed evaluation procedure

Proposed evaluating schedule

35. Proposed ESP review date A -0
m

36 ACtual UP revico date 0.,,

37 Results of IL P revie . 4r

38 Partitipasta in IEP revtev . .

39 Other

Decr,ase
20t 10

So Change
Ot 10

O = Regular School 0 = Spectal School Total

NOTE': Where no bars are shOwn, no change occurred.

Figure 2.1. Change from Prior Year to Current Year in Percentage of IEPs

titre

with Specific Headings.
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D. Proportion of IEPs'that Limited the Number of'Annual Goals or Short-Term.

Objectives

No significant diffet4noes between. the prior year and the current year

IEPs of students in all three populations (regular schools, special schooli,

and total schools) wexe noted with respect to thd existence of formats that

limited the number of annual goats. ilaweve; a slight improvement (7.7 per-
/

centage points) was noted in providing IEP formats that did not limit the

number of short-term objectives. This improvement took place in both regular

school and special school IEPs. These data are presented in Table 2.3.

Associated standard errors are provided in Table A.4. mm

Table 2.3

DIFFERENCE, FROM PRIOR YEAR TO CURRENT YEAR, IN THE-DISTRIBUTION OF IEPs
THAT LIMITED THE SPACE, FOR ANNUAL GOALS OR FOR SHORT-TERM OBJECTIVES,

BY REGULAR AND SPECIAL SCHOOLS
(In percentage points) .

1

.

Formats That Limited The:

.

Difference from Prior Year to Current Year

Regular Schools Special Schools Total'

Numbet of Annual GOals

Number of Short-Term
Objectives ..

.

+1.9

.

-7.9

+3.8

-5.3

. +2.1

-7.7

.

.
, .

,

E. Proportion of IEPs in Which the Format Restricted the Portion of the IEP

Presented for Parental Approval

As is shown in Table 2.4, there was no significant change in the proportion

of IEPs for which parental approval would have been for the entire IEP.

However,.the data regarding the provision of a space in the IEP format for

'parental apprpval or disapproval showed that the proportion of IEPs that did

not have a place for parental approval decreased by seven percentage points.

The proportion of IEPs for vhich.parental approill would have been for the

annual goals but not for the short term objectives increased by five percent-

. age points. Associated standard errors are provided in Table A.5. No differ-

ences were noted in IEPs from regular schools as compared with IEPs from

special schools.

2.8
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Table 2.4

DIFFERENCE, FROM PRIOR TO CURRENT YEAR, IN THE DISTRIBUTION OF
IEPs WITH VARIOUS FORMATS AS RELATED TO PARENTAL APPROVAL

,(In percentage points)

.

Format 0
-.

sification '
.:, . -

Differnces from Prior
Year to Current,Year

. -
.

Approval (o, disapproval) would have-been
foetheghtire IEP

.

°+1.0 .

.

.

Approval pedisapprbval) would have been
for annual goals but not for short -term
objectives 4 +5.0 ,

Approval (or disapproval) would have been
for part but not all of the short-term

.

objectives . -1.1

Approiil (or disapproval) would have been
for service's to be provided but not for

;
.

annual goals or short-term objectives +2.8

Approvil (or disapproval) would have been
for some portion of the IEP, but could
not determine what would have been .

approved e. - -0.7

.
. A. '

No place for approval or disapproval was
provided . .-7.0

.

.1
F. Proportion of IEPs that Consisted of Separate IEPs from Different Teach-

"
ers or Service Sources, or of a Placement Document and an, Implementation

.1...Document

Only a very small percentage of prior ydir IEPs (1.1 percent with a

standaid'error of 0.5) consisted of separate IEPs from different teachers or

service, sources. This percentage doubled for the current year to 2-4 percent

(with a standard error of 0.9). This change is not statistically significant;

neither is the similar change in regular school IEPs. The change in special
1

schools, however, was considerably greater, from 1.3percent (with a standard

error of 0.9) for the prior year to 6:3 percent (with 4 standard error of 3.1)

for the current year. While not statistically signifiCant, these suggestions

of Changes likely reflect e*panding services to handicapped students and

provision of services by more than one teacher for a particular student.

2.9 2.t5
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No difference4 were noted' in the percentage of IEPs that consisted of a

placement documentiand an implementation document.

CHANGE FROttPRIOR YEAR TO CURRENT YEAR ,IN KINDS or INFORMATION

IEPs CONTAINED AND iN4OW THIS INFORMATION- WAS PRESENTED

.0

.S 4', VeNk . , .

"4
r

.

This section discusses change from the prior year to the current year in

the kinds.eof information contained in /Efs and in the manner in which thii ',

information was presented. For'iurposes of .this discussion, tbe contents of
dr.

IEPs hive been separated into two broad'categariest ( ) the 1 information

items mandated by Section 602 of P.L. 94-142; and (b) information not mandated
...

by PA. 94-442.

*ft

A. Chafige,in What Mandated Information Was Contained in IEPs and in How This

Information Was Presented

This subsection first provides data on change in the extent to which
%-

mandated information was ptesented in IEPs, And then presents data an changes

in how this mandated And other closely-related information was presented.

1. Extent to Which Mandated Information was Provided-

As is portrayed in Figure 2.2, there .was significant improvement

frl the .p.rior to the current year in the extent to which several of the 11

its of infOrmation mandated by the Act were included in*IEPs. In particular,
1

a larger proportion o,f current, year IEPs included shartlerm objectives,

proposed evaluation criteria, evaluation procedures, propo'sed evaluation

schedules,-and assurances of at leastin.annual evaluation.

In general, these improvements occurred in IEPs from both regular and

special schools. One notable exception'was the inclusion of evaluation cri-

teria'for determining' whether instructional objectives were being met.', While

the proportion of regular school IEPs that included this type of information

increased by 9 percentage Points,' the proportigh.of special education. chnol

IEPs with thii information did not increase. Additional data And' associated

standard errors are' included as 'Table A.6.'
.

...

, . Ai '
The improvements suggested above also are reflected

,

in Figure 2:3.
r. .

Additioni data and associated standard,ertors°are presented in Table A.7.

Although the, increase (if 4.4 percentage points in the prbportion of TEPs that

includid fall 11 of the mandated items of information is not significant, this

t.

2.10 ,
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increase contributed to the significant increases

in which from -six or more to ten or more mandated

these increases occurred ip both regular and spec
.

in the proportions of IEPs
4

areas are included. While

ial scol IEPs, one minor

difference was noted. The.proportion of special school IEPs that included all

11 maddated areas actually decreased slightly for the current year. Howevfir,

this decrease was offset by .a relatively large (12 percentage points) increase

in the proportion tat inCluded'ten or more. mandated areas (see Table A.7).

44L As was discussed in Volume III, these data regarding the extent to.which,

mandated Information leas included in IEPs represent' quite generous interpreta-

tions of what constitutes inclusion of the items of information. For conveni-
.

ence, the coding criteria by which these data-were derived also are included

in this voluise on pages A.1 and A.2 of .Appendix A.

.1.
J

occurred

How Mandated and Related Information Were

This subsection discusses whether or not,,or to what exten,change

from the prior year .to the current year in how mandated and-related

information were presented in IEPs, Data were analyzed for the following
wiw s

5areas:

Preient-levelof-educational-performance informati

)b'APigAkExtent to wiliith IEPs contained some presen -level-of-per- '.,

formance information plus supporting data (e.g., test

results).
411

2). ' Ex.ent to which IEPs contained present-level-of-performance

Anfoimatibn for at least 'three academic or functional

ateas.. ,

b)

c)

3) Extent to which I4Ps contained presint-level-of-performance .

.',

information fOr at,leist one academic or functional area

where special educataufwas'found not to be required (thus

indicating ,an area oinormarfly or strengtb).' ft,

4)- Extent

present level of performance.

feoWttich IEPs contained ddte(s),of assessment of

Annual Soils.

1) Average number of annual goals

2) Extent 'to which annual godls'were presented

priority.

Short-term oljectives.'411,
,

7

,

1) Average number of
I

shoqrt-t objectives: A
4

1",)

in order of

A .20

40'

O
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2) Extent to whichshort-teim objectives apparently,were to

be worked on throughout a full year (i.e., extent to which

no infOrmation was included in the IEP to indicate that

objectives were intended to be net in less than a full

school year).
"

d). S.tatement of Specific educational services to be provided.

, I-) Extent to which a statement of specific educational services

. to be provided was listed under a,heading requesting such
;

information.

Extent to which services-to-be-provided information was

Ct.

preseqted by listing the goals and/or objectiires to be met

by the service.

31 Extedt to which related services to be provided were

listed.A,
Statement of extent to which the studeat was expected to be

. .

.. able to participate in regular education programs.

f): Projected date for initiation of services.

1) Extent to which dates were ,specifically stated.

2) Extent to which dates could be,inferred from dates given

for goals or objectives.

3)' Extent to which dates would have had to be inferred from

the date IEP was prepared.

4) Extent to which there was insufficient information

which to base an inference.

t,% g) Anticipated duration of services,
7

1) Extent to which duration was specifically, stated.

to

2)

upon

Extent to which'duratIoh could be_ inferred from dates

givenfor goals or objectives. fr

Extent to which duration .would have had to be inferred

from headings that stated that goals were "annual",goals.

Extent'to which IEP stated thatiserviceo would be provided'

"as long as needed."

Extent.to which there was insufficient information upon

which to base an inference.

Proposed evaluation criteria.

X) Extentw lto which proposed evaluation criteria were provided

for the or more' short -term objectives.

2.14 erf (1



4 : '

. 4

.ti 1

.

2)- Extent to which propo ed evaluation criteria were provided
. ,

for 25 percent or m re of the short-term .objectives.

10 3) Extent to which prop sed evaluation criteria were'mrovida44

for 50 percent or re of the short-tirm objectives.

4) '.Extent to which prop sed evaluation criteria were provided'

for 75 percent or ore of the short-term objectives.

5)- Extent to which prop sed.evaluation criteria were pro;iided

fot 9D pei,ceitt. or) ore of the. short-term objectives.

i) Proposedloryaluation proce ures.

.1)" Extent to which ev luation procedures were clear from

-short -term objective

2) EXtent to which evacuation procedure was a precise state-

ment of how the eval -tion should be conducted,

3) Extent to which eval ation procedures would have had to be

4 inferred from unclea statements ,or frog unclear short-term

`objectives. ,

a

4). Extent to which ev luation'procedures for evaluating

short -term objective- could not be inferreeibecause IEP
.

.included no short-te objectives. .

j) Proposed schedules for de ermining whether instructional objec-

tives were being met,

4 1) Extent to which sc -dules were listed indspecifically

-,referred to asbeing evaluation schedules.

2) Extent to which eva tion schedules could be inferred from

the short-term ob3e Elves.
Jr ,Ir

3) Extent to which eva cation schedules would have had to be

inferred from begin ing-of-treatment and end-of-treatment

dates.

4) Eitent to which sc edules were not stated and could not be
4

inferred.,
. 4

Aisurance of at least n annual evaluation.

1) extent to which 11 of the short-term objectives appeared

to require at le st an annual evaluation:

2) Extent to which some but not all of the short-term objec-
t

tilies appeared o require at least an annual evaluation.

,h

I

2.15
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1
Extent to which none of the short- erns objectives.appeared

to require at least an annual eval Lion.

/ 4) Extent to which Such information was'not provided and

.could not be inferred.

Following is a discussiln of. each OisItim* areas.

a. Present-Level-of-Edutational-Performance Information

No significant: change from the prior year o the current year

was noted in any of the four items related to present-level-of-performance
I

information.

b. Annual Goals

No change was noted in the number of annual goals or in the

extent to which anndal goals were-presented in order of priority.
.

c. Short-Term Objectives

The median number of short-term objectives in IEPs increased

0 from 12.for prior year IEPs to 16 for current year IEPs. The. mean number of

short -term objectives in IEPs increased from 23 (with a standard error of 1.6)

for prior year IEPs to 31 (with aistandard error of 1:3) for current year

IEPs. This change was a result of change in reguar school IEPs; there was no

change in the average number of short-term objectives in special school IEPs.

No change was noted in the proportion of objectives that apparently wexe

to-be worleid on throughout a full year.

d. Statement of Specific Services to be Provided

No changes was noted in how specific-educational-services-to-

be-provided information was entered in IEPs, or in the extent to which related

' services were likted.

e. Statement o Extent to Which the Student was Expected to be.

AbletO PartiCipate in Regulars Educational Programs

No'zignificant diffe once was noted in the statement of extent

4to which the stildentis expected to be able to participlte in regular educa- '

tion programs..

f. Projected Datefor Initiation of Services

GM.

As is shown in Table 2.5, there was a change from the prior

the current year in the proportion of IEPs (8.7 percentage points) that provided
1

A clear indication of thd beginning date
v

of service. The gain in total school

IEPs and regular schoollIEPs is important since the gain resulted from a

.decrease of nine percentagepoints in the proportion of IEPs in which the

2.16 .
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Table445

DIFFERENCE, FROM PRIOR YEAR TO CURRENT YEAR, IN THE DISTRIBUTION
OF IEPs BY DEGREE"OF SPECIFICITY OF THE STATE/ENT OF BEGINNING

DATES OF SERVICE AS CONTAVED IN IEPs, BY REGULAR AND SPECIAL SCHOOLS
.

"(In percentage points)
.

Statement Beginning Regular
Schools

Special
Schools Total ,

of --
Date of Service

Was specifically stated

Could be inferred from dates
gi,ee for goals or objectives

.

Had to be inferred from date
IEP was prepared ',I

41,

There was insufficient
informattbn upon which
to base an inference

.

, +$.6

+1.2

-9.0.

.

-0.7

.

'

,

. +10.7

-l0.7

-1.1

+0.9

+8.7

+0.7

-8.6

. -0,6

'

a/
- See Table A.8 for related 'measures and-their standard errors.

r

beginning date of service would have had to be inferred from the date the IEP

was prepared. Or the other hand, the suggested gain in special schools re-

sulted primarily from a decrease of 10.7 percent in the proportion of IEPs

"that provided the beginning date of services.by listift the date(s) on which

work would begin toward meeting the short-term objectives. However, because

of the high standard errors, these special school data are not significant.

Thi'above indicates chat, particularly for regular schools, the beginning'date

of service in current year IEPs is more, clearly stated than in the prior year

1 IEPs.

g. Anticipated Bur;tion of Service

There was no significaqt change in how anticipated-duration-of-
.

serviee information was presented. .

h. Proposed Evaluation Criteria

There was no, significant change in how proposed evaluation

criteria were presented in IEPs.

i. Proposed Evaluation Procedures

As is shown in Table 2.6, i slight cOange occurred in the

_proportion of IEPs that provided more specific statements of procedures .for

. °

' 2.17 .
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Table 2.6

DIFFERENCE, FROM-PRIOR YEAR TO CURRENT YEAR, IN THE DISTRIBUTIbN OF IEPs
BY DEGREE OF SPECIFICITY OF THE:ETAIMENT OF. THE EVALUATION PROCEDURES

FOR THE SHQRT-TERM OBJECTIVES,'BY REGULAR AND SPECIAL SCHOOLS!/
(In percentage points)

.
o

Statement of the
Evaluation Procedure

Difference from Prior Year to Current Year

.Regular

.'Shools '
Special
Schools Total

.
.

Procedure .was clear Itbm the, -

short-term objectives

.

Procedure was a precise state-
meat of how the evaluation
should be conducted

Procedure had to be inferred
from Unclear statements or
unclear short-term objectives

Procedure could not be inferred
because it as not stated and .

IEP had no short-term objectives'

A,

+7.0

+3.1

-6.4 .

.

-3.6

-141.6

..
.

.

- 1.5

+10.9

,

+-1.3

.

+6.1

,

.1-2.8

.

-5.6

-3.4

.

I

a/
See Table A.9 for related measures and their standard errors.

determining whether instructional objectives, were being met. There was an

increase of 8.9 percentage points (6.1 plus 2.8) in the proportion of lift in

which the procedures were .clear from the short-term objectives or 'from at

precise statement of how the evaluation should be conducted, However, as'also

shown in the table, there was some indication of an opposite tendency in IEPs

from special

sufficiently

j

schools: 'The changes'in special school data; howev1r, were not

large to be consideied statistically significant.

Proposed Schedules,for Determining Whether InstructionarObjec-

tives were Being Met

There was a change.from the prior year to the current year in

the groportion0 IEPs in which the Iroposed evaluation schedule for determining

whether the instructional objectives were being met was eithei specifically

stated or could be inferred from the short-term objectives As is shown in.

Table 2.7, the increase was 7.6 percentage points (3.4 plus 4.2) . As with

2,18
34



fable 2.T

0

DIFFERENCE, M PRIOR TO CURRENT YEAR, IN THE DISTRIBUTION OF IEPs BY DEGREE
OF SPECIFICI OF THE STATEMENT OF THE EVALUATION SCHEDULE FOR EVALUAJIgGa

SHORT-TERM OB CTIVES AS CONTAINED IN IEPs, BY REGULAR AND SPECIAL SCHOOLS-1.
l

(In percentage points)

IStatement Bes C,
Describing I .

Evaluation Schedule '

.

Difference from Prior to Current Year

Regular
Schools '

Special
Schools

4.

.

Total

' I

Schedule was spegifically stated
as being the eva1uatiot schedule

i
.

Schedule could be inferred from
the short-term objectives 7
Schedule had to he inferred
from beginning-of7treatment
and end-of-treatment dates

Schedule was neither stated
nor implied , ;

.

+3.7

+4.8

-0.4

4.1

-2.0

-6.0

+9.7

-1.7

.

+3.4

,

+4.2

. .

-0:1

-7.8.
1

I/
See Table A.101 for associated standard errors.

s-

evaluation procedures, this improvement appeared, only in IEPs from regular

schools. While the degree of change in these data for special education.

schools was not statistically significant, there was some indication of an

opposite tendency in IEPs from these schools.

k. Assurance of at Least an Annual Evaluation

An 8.1 percentage point increase (see Table 2.8) was shown in.
the proportion of IEPs in nhich all of the short -term objectives appeared to

require at ,least an annual evaluation. Thit change also is reflected in the

7.9 percentage point reduction in the proportion of IEPs in whicsuch infor-

' mation was not given and could not be inferred. The types of changes noted

above took place with regular school IEPs; they
i

did not occur in special

education school IEPs.
41,

ti

B. Change'in What Nonmandated Information Was Contained in IEPs and How

This Information Was Presented

Folk both the prior year and current year IEPs, there was a direct rela-

.tiopship between the types of nonmandated information headings included in

IEPs and the types of nonman6ted.information provided. While the same general

r.

2.19
36-
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. Table 2.8

DIFFERENCE, FROM PRIOR TO CURRENT YEAR, IN THE'DISTRIBUTION OF IEPs
BY DEGREE TO WHICH IEPINDICATED THAT AN ANNUAL EVALUATION OF

SHORT-TERM OBJECTIVES WASREQUIRED, BY REGULAR AND SPECIAL SCHOOLS
(In percentage.pointi

. . . ....

Statement of Annual
it

,Evaluation of
Short-TerM Objectives

' .. . . -. .1.,4,

Difference': from Prior to Current Year

. Regular
. Schools

Special
Schools . Total

.

. s

f

'All of the short-term objectives
appeared to reutre at 'lest _an
annual evaluation

Some but
A.

not all of the short-
term objectives appeared to
require at,least an annual
evaluation

None of the short-term objec-
,tives required at least an
annual evaluation

Such information was not given
and could not be inferred

..

'+8.5
.

0.0

-0.1

-8.2 .

i

+0.9

.

-0.1

'

.

+0.4

-1.0'

.

$

+8.1

-0.1

-0.1

.

-7.9

s

See Table A.11'for associated standard errors.

types of such information (e.g., student's age and grade, rationale for place-
.

ment, personnel responsible for service, participants in the Id process) were

contained in both prior and current yea IEPs,'there was a general tendency

toward' providing more nonmandated'informa "on in Current year IEPs. While

the amount df change for specific items generally was too small to be signifi-

cant, the tendency toward including such information is clear. Several differ-.

encps were sufficiently large.to be suggestive of change. As is shown in
a

appendix Table A.12, the proportiton Of IEPs that included the student's age or

birth date increased 7 percentage points, the proportion that included the

student's race increased 5.5 percentage points, the proportion that included a

listing of participapts in the IEP process increased by 8.7 percentage points,
. .

and the proportion that included parental approval increased by 10.3 percentage

points. In general, these changes occurred in both regular and special school

IEPs. .One possible exception was parental approval which decreased in special

education school IEPs by 8.3 percentage points. However, this latter datum is

not statistically significant.

. .36

2.20

'I



S

.00 .1

IV. CHANGE FROM PRIOR TO CURRENT YEAR IN WHO PARTICIPATED

IN THE DEVELOPMENT AND. APPROVAL OF IEPs

is shown in Table'2.9, there was a considerable increase in the propor-

tion of IEPs that indicated participation in the IEP process by the various'

personnel categories. The exception was the proportion that indicated parttti-

potion of ancillary personne3 and student. Not only did the proportion of.

IEPs increase for partitipationin the IEP process, but also ti* proportion of

IEPs signed by the personnel types increased. Probably the most significant

improvem*nt was in the proportion of IEPs that indicated representation in.the

IWprocess by the. three types of personnel mandated by P.L. 94-142: teachers;

LEA administrative representatives; parents, guardians,, or surrogates. For

the prior year, obly 29 percent of the IEPs'indicated participation by all

three of these personnel types in the IEP process. For the current year, this

proportion increased to 37 percent of the IEPs(an 8 percentage-point increase).

Table 2.9

DIFFERENCE, FROM PRIOR TO CURRENT YEAR, IN PROPORTION Of IEPs. THAT
SHOWED EVIDENCE OF PARTICIPAT.IOR BY VARIOUS CATEGORIES OF PERSONNEL

(In percentage points)

i

Categories of Participants

Difference from Prior to Current Year
Participant

in the Signer
IEP Process of the IEP

Teachers and therapists

Administrative personnel

Parents

Mandated personnel.(at least
one person from each of the
three above categories).

Ancillary personnel'

Student'

Could not classify and others

+ 8

+ 8
,-,

+11

j
+ 8

+ lir

+ 1 . ,

+ 6

+ 9

+11

+12
.

+ 8
.

.
+ 1

- + 1
...

+ 6-

<As can be seen from Tables A.13 and A.14, the, increased participation

noted, above occurred primarily in regular school'IEPs. No similar increase

2.21 37
. .
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. was noted in special education sIgol, IEPs. While the proportion of prior

year special education school IEPs that indicated participation by the various ,

personnel types exceeded the proportion of regular school IEPs that indicated

participation, for the current year the proportion of regular school IEPs

increased to the point of being equivalent to the Aoportion of special school

. IEPs.

V. CHANGES IN THE TYPES OF SPECIALEDUCATION AND

RELATED SERVICES SPECIFIED IN IEPs '

V.
4

Special education services generally were specified in IEPs in the form

of statements of need and the goals and objective's intended to meet those

needs. Related services, on the other hand, generally were documented as

,explicit statements of the type of services to be provided. This section

discusses changes from the prior year to the current year in the types of

special 'education and related services specified in IEPs by (a) discussing

change in the 'proportion of IEPs that listed need statements, goals, and

ctiVfb; and (b) discussing change in the proportion of IEPs that listed

va *ous types of related services.

as

A. Changes in Need Statements, Goals, and Objectives

Change in the proportion of IEPs that reflected services to be provided

.by including need statements, goals, and objectives already has been discussed

in Section III. For example, 'it was noted (see Figure 2.2) that the proportion

of IEPs that included annual goals increased by 4.7 percentage points, and the

Vproportion, that included short-term objectives increased by 6.5 percentage

pants. The analysis in this present 'section relates to change by academic
r,

and functional areas. No change was noted in e proportiod of IEPs that

included need statements for any specific academic or,functional area. Neither

Vas change noted in the proportion that included annual goals for any specific .

,academic or functional area. There was only one change in the proportion of

IEPs that, included short-term objectives for specific academic or functional

areas.. The proportion of IEPs that included objectives for reading or oral or

written langdage increased from 57.6 (with a standard error of 2.6) for the

prior year to 67.8 (with a standard error of 2.5) for the current year.

( 30
Rik

2.22 .
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B. Changes in Related Services .

$

No changes from the prior to the current yefi was noted in the proportion

of IEPs that listed related serviced, or in the types of relate'dservices that

were listed.

VI. ..CHANGE FROM PRIOR TO CURRENT YEAR IN INFORMATIVENESS

AND'INTERNAL CONSISTENCY OF IEPs

All IEPs that included'atleast bnestatement of need, annual goal, or
......

short-.term objective were analyzed to determine the change from the prior to

the current year in theldiseribution of IEPs containing various combinations

of need statements, goals, and objectives in selected academic and functional
.

areas. Since, to be informative and internally consistent; there should be a

direct relationship between the objectives, the goals, and the areas of need

indicated in the IEP, this analysis of the relationships was intended to

permit conclusions to be drawn regarding changes in informative,iless and

.
,.;internal consistency.

- i

Only a few rand& differences were noted. As can be seen/in appendix

Table A.15, the following changes from the prior to the current, year took
I :

place: %I 4

a) The proportion2 of IEPs that contained need statements, goals, and
i (

objectives in the area of reading or oral or written English in-

creasedcreased by 1
: g

9ercentage points. h'

'''. le,

b) The proportion of IEPs that contained, in the a#ea.of social adap-

tation, only goals and objectives (but no.statement of need) in-

creased by 10 percentage points.
. , : !

c) The proportion of IEPs that contained, for.vocatiOpal/prevocational,

only goals and objectives (but no statement of need) increased by 15
;

percentage points.

No definitive statement can be made, based on these findings, regarding

change iiformativeness and internal consistency. While the increasedpro-

portion of IEPs in wki.ch needs, goals, and objectives are listed for reading

or oral or written English indicated increased informativeness and internal
1 6

-

4P
2 ' Proportions were baekehn IEPs that contained at least one need statement,
one goal, one objective, ortme combination thereof for the particular academic
or functional area.

2.43" i
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consistency in that academic area, gip vgch improvemen6 could be noted in other

areas. J... .

,
. :

.

The exploratory investigation intoc4egorizing IEPs'accOrding to
,

degree
.%.

of informativeness and internal consistency (sieWolume III, Chapter 7) was_
.

extended to make comparisons beween the prior year and current year IEPs.
1 . ,

The findingi.for this substudy aiespreiented in Appendix At, pages A.21-A.24.

As noted in the appendix, two types of general improvements were noted in IEPs

from the prior year to the current year First, there was'some improvemenein,

`informativeness. of IEPsfis indi,cated by an increase in the inclusion Of infor-

mation, mandated-by the 4ct (e.g., present-level-of-performance information,

,annual goals, short-term objectives, beginning date and duration of service).

Second, there. was en improvement in one measure of int.ernal consistency; that

it, a larger proportion. of IEPs included at least one instance of listing a

short-term objective that related to an annual goal that related to an area of

indicated need. .

VII. CHANGE FROM THE PRIOR YEAR TO THE CURRENT YEAR IN SERVICE

SETTINGS AND1PROPORTION OF TIME IN SERVICE SETTINGS,

There was no change from the prior year to the current year in the pro-

portion of regular school'handicapped students receiving special education in

various service settings (e.g., regular classroom, resource

tained class). Neither was there any change in the average

per week that students assigned to these settings spent'in

ARM

2.24

room, self-con-

number of hours

these settings.

41,

41,
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Chapter 3

Level 2 Retrospective Longitudinal Subst

AO

I.. METHODOLOGY AND. DESCRIPTION OF THE SAMPLE

c

dings

.A. Survey Methodology .., 40 ..

The Level 2'Substudy sample consisted of 61 students from 61 achools'in
-.1 ak

25 school districts. This sample, a.subsaiple of the Basic Survey sample, was

*elected according to the procedures described in Chapter 4 of Volume II. The

substudy survey enjoyed a 100 perCent response rite in that all selected
t

districts antschirols participated. It should be noted that the small: size of

the Level 2 Sample did nbt permit sufficient precision to make- national esti-
..

mates of the tbvel 24,Substud* findings. ,As.s result, the cothiis and propor-

tions presented and dismissed. in this chapter are unweighted sample can
.

Data for:the,Leiiel 2 Sqbstudy were Collected during site visits to. the

subsample of 25 school,districts. . The visits were made by RTI professional

staff members-'and, consultants from the frank Porter' Graham Child Development
.

Center, University of North Carolina al...Chapel" Hill. Each visit'consisted of

the.collection of all.data for the Basic Survey (as is described in Volume II)

and, in addition, of interviews, observations, and study of school record to
41,.

obtain more specific information for the Level 2 Subitudy sample. -
II N.

The site visits were conducted in accordance with the Level 2 Site-Visit
. .4'., .; .

Protocol presented is Appendix B. As noted in the protocol,,the Level 2 data

collection activities included uastrdctured inte'views with''school district

special education personnel7and with tde sample students' teachers,parents,
-...

.

:. ---1;

.

and other relevant school personnel.
I.

addition, pertinent informanebn was
* .,

obtainedhy observing classrooms and by reviewing each sample stddent's school ,

:et .,,-
recordi.**.obtain information for determining the student's current special

... .N.,.

education program. The interviews observation, and school record data were
,.. .

used to define the special.education.and related services received by each

sample student for
4

bOth the velment year and the prior yeast'. ,..

Most of the data 1* answering the research questimis
-
were either'entered.,.

to

on the data entry formt included in the Site-risit Protocoi (see AppendU B),

or documented as narrative summaries. Thg remaining requirid itata,werdlobtained
. a . ..

A ,' .

from

the:IEPs

.and various questionnaires collected as a part a the Basic . -
,..

Survey. °: . ., 1 . .
... . . . . 7 --,-.. , 4. . ,

..L-..,.

;

.

i.
! I

0
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S. Description of the-Sample'

4.

The 61 students in the Level 2 Substudy sample were Selected from 61

-schools in 25 schopl districts in 17 states. Following is a summary of descrip-'

tive information regarding the schools andtthe student sample.

1. School Descriptive Information

O

Theschools from which the Level, 2 Substudy students were selected

included 8 special education schools and 53 regular.s4krls. The urban/rural

locations of these schools are showD in Table 3.1.

4'04' 4.

t

Table 3.1

.j.0CiTIQN OF SAMPLE SCHOOLS.
.

.

. -
.

-

Size of City or Town

Number of
,Regular

Schools

Number of
Special

Education
Schools

.

'

'

A small rural or farming community

A small city or town of under 50,000 that is
'not a suburb of a city of 50,000 or over

A city of 50,000-200;000 ,that is iilot suburb
of a city of more than 200,000

The suburb of a city of 50,000-200,000

A city of.200,000-500,000 that is not a suburb
of s city of more than500,000

'The suburb of a city of 200,000-500,600
- ,

A
t
citY of over 500,000 ,

.

A suburb of a city of over 500,0004 . .

10

15

.

11

4

3

3

.

3

4.

IrY 1

. 1

It'

,
1

0

,

;

p'l

2

0

. '

The number of st t in the sample schools ranged from 72 to 4,700,

with an average stud ody of 738. The number of handicapped students in

the 53 regular schools ranged fr.= one to 188 with the average being 37. The

.numberof handicapped students in the special education schools ranged from 69

to,441, with the average beidg 191. The average annual per-pupil expenditure\

in the 25 school districts 'ranged from $1,000 to $2,743 with a Mean of $1,643.
.

2. Student Descriptive Information'
. .

The 'age) grade, and. race distributions of the 61 Level 2 Substudy

'studentsSre shown in Tables 3.2; 3.3. and 3.41' respectively .

0 ,
. ,.

z

4c.
3.2
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Table 3.2

SAMPLE STUDENT AGE DISTRIBUTION,

.

vtl

'Number of
.

' Number of ,,Numbericd,.
L Age Students Age Students Age Students

6 3 , ,11 : . 4 16 5
7 12 . 6 17 .3
8 3 13

'
6 18 3-

lc) 4 15 6 . /9 . 7 14 . . 5 19
.

' 20 1
.

fable .3.3

,.SAMPLE STUDENT GRADE DISTRIBUTIa'

___

Number of Nbmber of '-Number of
Grade Students Grade, Students raxacle Students

. .

K 1 5 3" 10 ; 3

1 - 3 6 8 11 . 6

2 5 7 3 °12 z
3 3 8 .4 Ungraded 10

4 5 9 5

The sex distribution of the sample is 37 maleb and 24 females.

Table 3.4

SAMPLE STUDENT RACE DISTRIBUTION 0 I!

i

Number of
Race

t
Students

Asian or Pacific Island . 6 1 ,. .

,Black, not Hispanic' 13

Hiipanic . 3

White, not Hispanic' 44 .
.

The handicapping condition,s of the 61 samili students are'tabulated in

Table 3.5. Since eight of the studenti had multiple handicaps, the numbers:

total more than 61.

3.3
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A Table 3.5
0 ,

SAMPLE STUDENT HANDICAPPING CONDITION DfSTRIBUTION
I

- *
.

... .
.

''Handicapping Condition .

Nuther of Students by
Severity of the'. Handicap

'

,. .
. . ,-

. 4 V

Students with Siggle Handicap

,..

A

.

....

.

.

._

N.

EMR

.

TMR

..

.

S/P

.
,

.

.

.% .

Mintally'ietIrded
,

.
Lcarning.diabled

Smotiona.14y disturbed

gpeech,impaired .

Deaf or hard of hearing

Orthppgdicilly impaire(cirippled)
. 4 - . .

$

-'Muscular distrophy .

. 4/ Perceftually impaired. .

. ... ,

Students" ith, Multiple HUndicips .

8

Mild

12

--

8

--

--

--
.

--

EMR

5

Moderate

--

Severe

7

2

.2

' --

1

-
1

Thal

1
4

1

l'

1

--

__

"7

S/P

4e 1,,
4

.. . .
,

MAntAil y,retarded
4

0. N0 _ .
e. ' .

.1/4 1 '.. '-',

Leatiinedisibled
.4 '

%

:EmottonallydisturSed. .
... , 4

Speech impairdd
Iv%

.

Deaf or * _of hearing' ,7.)

Orthopedi, lUimpaired*(crippled)

' Mutcular404itrophy
.

,

PercoptUary impaired .

a_A ._.

4

Mild

. --

Moderate

--

Severe

3

1

4

--

1

--

--

2

--

2

.

.

--

--

_.

...

--

--

1

1

1

1

--

A.

4

A

3.4
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C. Overviewof the Balance of the Chapter

The balan'ce of this chapter presents answers to the questions addressed

by the substudy. Section II describes tfie special' education services provided
.

as' compared to services specified in IEPs. Section III discusses the degree

of p#144pal familiarity with their children's IEPs. Section IV summarizes

additional peitinent findings regarding school and school district policy and

resource factors.

II. SPECIAL EDUCATION SERVICES PROVIDED AS COMPARED

TO SERVICES SPECIFIED IN IEP
_,

lk

This se tion prdvides a summary of ,the data collected in the Level 2

Subqudy reg ding two,esearch questions. These questions are

a) What is the nature of the special education and related services

. . % that students in the subsample actually received?

b). How do the special education services actually received by students
.

.

in the subsample compare with those services specified in the stu-
. .,

dent's IEPs?

The balance of this section provides detailed answers to these questions.

Section A discusses the Assessment df present levels of educational performance,

Section B discusses the special education and related services, Section C

discusses the annual seals and short-term objectives, Section D compares the

prior year services with the prior year IEPs, and Sectiod E provides a summary

df comparison of.actugl programs with programs as documented in die IEPs..

A. Assessment of Present Levels of Educational PerfOrmance

The Education for All Handicapped Children Act of 1975 (P.L. 94-142)

states that the IEP shall include a, statement of the present leVels of educa-

tional performance of the child. This subsection discusses the types of

assessments conducted for the 61 students in the sample, the currency of the
4111,

assessments, the assessment results, now the actual assessments, compared with

*sessment information in the IEPs, and apparent reasons for any differences

between the actual assissment and the assessment as specified in the IEPs.

1. '''"Types of Assessments Conducted
. .

,

Based upon data from the teachers of the 61 sample students,
.

.

vaKious combinations of nine general categories of assessment weracused to



determine the, presedt levIls of functioning for the sample students. These

generil categories of assessment, along with the specific instruments or

, techniques typically used for each are listed in Table 3.6.

Fifty-six of the 61 sample students received some type of,academic assess-

ment. The number of studenti receiving each of the general categories of

academic assessment are shown in Table 3.7. The numbers total more than 56

because some students received more than one category of academic assessment.

Table 3.8 shows the number of students who receiv0 none, one, two, three, and

all four of the categoriei of academic assessment.

Twenty of the 61 sampl'e students received some type of functional assess-

ment. The'number of students receiving each of the general categories of

functional assessment is shown in Table 3.9 The numbers total more than 20

because some students received more than one category df.functional assess-

ment. Table 3.10 shows the distribution of students by number of categories

of functional assessment. 4

Following are several summary statements that help describe the types of

assessments conducted forlthe 61 sample studenti.

a) The assessment of present level of performance of 29 students con-

sisted solely of achievement testing and/or teacher-based assessment.

b) Eleven additional students' assessments consisted solely of various

other combinations of one,to three of the four categories of academic

assessment.

c) Thirteen students were assessed in one or two

of academic assessment plus one or two of the

went categories. %

4
d) Three students were assessed in two or three of the four categories

of academic assessment .us two to five of the functional assessment

categories.

'of the four categories

five functional assess -

e) Five students' assessments consisted solely of one (thcee,cases) or

three (two cases) of the functional assessment categories.

)1 2., Currency of Assessments of Present Levels of Performance

Based upon data obtained from the teachers of the 61 sample students,
d ,

the assessments of. present levels of functioning were reasonably current.
.

k' Table 2.11 provides a breakdown of the school years in which the assessments

took place. It should be noted that a major reason for the la'rie number of f

1977-78 school year assessments appeared to be that curtain standardized tests

3.6 4 6'
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Table 3.6

GENERAL ASSESSMENT
OR TECIIN/

CATEGORIES SPECIFIC INSTRUMENTS.
QUE$ TYPIC Y USED FOR EACH

General Assessment ,

Category

110
Special Instruments or
Techniques Typically Used

Academic Assessments:
I. Achievement Tests Wide Range Achievement Test (WRAT)

Peabody Individual Achievement Test (FIAT)
Key Math Diagnbstic Arithmetic Test'

2. Ability Tests Iowa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS) .

Boehm Test of Basic Concepts
California, Tests of Basid Skills (CTBS)

3. Int igence Testi Wechsler Intelligence. Scale for Children-
.

Revised (WISC -R)
'Stanford-Binet Intelligence Scale

4. Teacher-Based Assesstents4 Teacher observations and impressions
Daily anecdotal reports
Teacher-made tests and checklists

Functional Assessments:
S. Speech Assessments Goldman-Fristoe Test of ArticULation

Deep Test of Articulation (MacDonald)
Screening Deep Test of Articulatiod

(MacDonald)
Northwestern Syntax Screening Test
Informal speech screens

6. Hearing Assessments Test of Auditory Comprehension of Language
Auditory Discrimination Test (Wepman)
Audiometer -

General auditory discrimination screens

7. Vision Assessments SnellingVisual Screen
Informal visual screen

8. Adaptive.Behavior and
. Projective Assessments .

Vineland Social Maturity Scale
Rorsbach Ink Blot Test

9. General Medical and Motor Gene2h1 medical examinations and screening
Assessments Fine and gross motor assessment

Psychomotor screening
Rosner Perceptual Survey

3.7
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Table 3.7

NUMBER OF STUDENTS RECEIVINGEACH CATEGORY OF ACADEMIC ASSESSMENT

.
. ,

Acadeiic Assessment

_ Category
Numbeeof Students
.

Assessed _

Achievement

Ability _

Intelligence

Teacher-Based

.

41

- .

7
. *

. 15 .

. 24
.

. .

Table 3.8

DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENTS BY NUMBER OF ACADEMIC ASSESSMENT CATEGORIES
1

Number. of Academic
,Assessment Categories

. Number of
Students

',.

,,None of the 4 Types

1 of the 6 Types

2 of the 4 Types

3 of the 4 Types

4 of the 4 Types

Total 1

i
,

-

.

-\.

5

30

21

5

0

61:

Table 39

NUMBER OF STUDENTS RECEIVING EACH CATEGORY OF FUNCTIONAL ASSESSMENT

---. .

Functional Assessment .

Categories
. Number of

Students_

Speech .

_
it

Hearing

Vision ,

Personality and Projectives

General Medical and Motor .1*. ,

4.a

s

.

10

8.

3

8

9 .

.

. 3.8



Table 3.10

DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENTS BY NUMBER OF FUNCTIONAL ASSESSMENT CATEGORIES

Number of Functional
'Assessment Categories

Number of
Students

None of the 5 Types .

1 of the 5 Types

2 of the 5 Types

3 of the 5 Types

4 of the 5 Types

5 of the 5 Types

. TOTAL
. .

A

.

.

.

40

11

6

2

1 .

61

Table 3.11

CURRENCY OF ASSESSMENTS OF PRESENT LEVELS OF FUNCTIONING
. .

Dateof Assessment Number of Lases
,

.

During 1978=79 School,

During 1977-78 SchoolYear

Part of assessment during 1977-78,
and part during 1978-79

During 1976-77 School Year

During 1975-76 School.year

32

21

4

2

2

°

25

.

are routinely administered at the end of the school,year.. This is supported

by the fact that,

the assessment to

ases listed in Table3.11, wherealt or pact of,

ace during the 1977-78 school year, 18, case's showed at

. least part of the assessment taking place between April and July of 1978.

3. Results of Assessments o-f Present Levels of Performance

Comparison of teacher reports and IEPs indicated a high level of

agreement as to the results of the assessments of present levels of perfor-

mance. Table 3.12 indicates the number of sample students who, according to

the assessmente results, needed special education in various academic and func-

tional areas. Also listed for each academic and functional area is the nulper

of students who,'aFcording to the assessments results, did not need special

3.9 45
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Table 3.12

NUMBER OF STUDENTS HAVING NEEDS, NUMBER NOT HAVING NEEDS, AND,
NUMBER HAVING BOTH STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES

IN EACH ACADEMIC AND FUNCTIONAL AREA

1

, Number of Students Number of Students Numher of Students

. for Whom Assessment For Whom Assessment For Whom Assessment

Academic or Functional Area
Indicated Need for Indicated No Need for Indicated Both Strengths

And Weaknesses-- --Special Education Special Education

. ,

Reading or Oral or Written 23 0

.

22

Mathematics 21 1 .
.

20

Science 1 . 0 0

Social Science 2 0 0
.

General Academic 13 . 2 8

Other Academic 1 ' 3 3

Social Adaptation . 8 .9 7

Self-Help Skills 2 ' 7 ., 0

Emotional
.

4 1 1 , 0

Physical Education 1
.

3 ' 0

Motor Skills 5 . , 5 . 0
.

Speech . 10 3 4

Visual Activity 6 6 : 2

Hearing
.

6 I 6 0

Vocational/Prevocational 4 5 3

Other (Physical Handicap) 1 . 0
f.

0

I 4
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education. The third column in the table gives the number of students, who,

according. to the assessment results, both needed and did not need special

education in a particular academic or functional area. This is because each

area represents a rather broad category. For example, under.mathematics, a

student's assessment might indicate a need for special help in subtraction,

but might indicate that special instruction is not needed in addition.'

In 55 of the 61 cases, the assessment results appeared realistic based

upon the types of assessments used. In six cases, the IEP listed some assess-
.

meat results in academic or functional areas where neither the IEP nor the

teacher indicated that assessments Sad been provided. For example, several

IEPs indicated, by including entries in a decklist format, that the student's

performance wa average in visual perception, motor coordination, and speech.

However, the teacher did not indicate that assessment in those areas took,
,

place. Neither did the IEP give any clue as to the source of the information,

Since these possible discrepancies were not noticed during the teacher inter-
4

views, the reason for them is not known:

In 33-cases, at least pert of the assessment results was, given in grade

equivalencies.

4. How.Actual Teacher Reported Assessment Compared With Assessment

Information on the IEPs

To compare the actual assessments of present levels of performance

(baeed on information provided by the teachers of the sample students) with

the assessment information listed on the IEPs, the following questions were

addredsed.

a) In how many cases was the actual assessment provided basically

identical to that specified in the IEP?

b) in how many cases did the actual assessment exceed that specified in

the IEP?

) In how many cases did the assessmentspecified in the IEP exceed the

actual assessment? m

d In how many cases did the IEP provide data to support the statement

of present level of functioning?

e) In how many cases did the IEP provide the assessment dates?

Table 3.13 summarizes data that answers the first three questions. For

the- 22 cases where the actual assessment exceeded that specified in the IEP,

the differences generally were not particularly significant. Often the

3.11
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Table 3.13

ACTUAL ASSESSMENTS COMPARED WITH ASSESSMENTS SPECIFIED IN THE IEPs

.
q ...1'

Type'p Comparison --.'

.

Number of Cases

.''
Actual assessment matched that specified in IEP 37

Actual assessment exceeded that specified in IEP 22

Assessment specified in IEP exceeded actual
assessment . .

' 0
m*

.

Actual assessment wa different from but basically
equivalent to that specified in IEP 2

,

Total . 61

...

difference was as simple as the IEP listing assessment results but not providing

the,,,name of the assessment instrument or method. In other cases, the teachers

might have named four or five instruments that actually were used, and the 110

lists only a portion of those instruments. In no cape did the IEP list.sigr

nificant assessments that, according to the teacher, did not take place.

Data regarding the fourth question listed above (In how many cases did

the IEP provide data to support the statement of present level of functioning?)

is provided in Table 3.14: As shown in the table, 40 (i.e., 21 + 19) of the

61 IEPs provided supporting data, such as test scores, for part or. all of the

listed aAessments.

Table 3.14

EXTENT TO WHICH. Id's INCLUDED A HEADING REQUESTING DATA '
TO SUPPORT THE STATEMENT OF PRESENT LEVEL OFTUNCTIONING,

AND TVE EXTENT TO WHICH SUCH DATA WERE. PROVIDED

Extent to Which Heading And
Supporting Data were Included

.

.

-Number of Cases'

IEP included heading requesting data, and data were -

provided for all assessments .
i__

21

19

1

20

--
'61

''

. .

IEP included heading requesting data, and data were
provided for some but not all assessments

IEP included heading requesting data, but data'were
not pro.vided . -

IEP did not include heading requesting data, and
.

data were not provided

Total ,

.._ _

'43.12

00.
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Data regardiag-the number of. cases in which the IEP provided the assessment

date is prosiided in Table 3.15 As can be seen from the table, assessment

dates were Included op the IEPs in slightly less than half of the 61 cases.

5. 1 Apparent Reasons for Differences Between Actual Assessments and

'Assessments Specified in IEPS
law

4.none of the 61 cases did it appear likely, based on teacher .

interview data, that the7.IEP specified assessments that did not take place. In

all of the 61 cases, the actual assessment program appeared to equal or exceed

the assessment specified in,the IEP In those 22 cases where the actual

assessment appeared to have exceeded the.assessment listed on the IEP, the

relatively minor yariations appeari'd to result mostly, if not exclusively,

from the teacher's'or committee's tendency to include only major assessments

'in the IEP. In many cases, thii tendency was encouraged by the format of the
, .

a

Table 3.15

EXTENT TO WHICH IEPs INCLUDED A HEADING REQUESTING ASSESSMENT
DATES, AND THE EXTENT TO WHICH SUCH DATES WERE PROVIDED

.

Extent to Which Headings"
/ 1

and Dates were Included'
,

Number of Cases

.IEP include heading requesting assessment dates,
And dates were provided

IEP did not includeheading requesting assessment , "

17

10

1

33%
.

61

dates, but dates were provided

IEP included heading requestingiassessment dates,
but dates were not provided

,..

IEP did not include heading requestIng.assessment
dates, and dates'were not provided ,,

Total. - '

. .

s

IEP, which often had only limited space for assessment data. In this often'

limited space, those who prepare the IEP, quite logically, emphasized the

results of the assessments rather than the types of instruments or;procedures

used to obtain those results. One positive outcome of this tendency may be the

fact' that all of'the 61 IEPs provided, in varying degrees of detail, results'

of an assessment.

4

3.13
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As shown in Table 3Nlf+, 21 of the <61 TEPs failed to Plibvidetanrdata,

such as test'scores, to support the statement-Of pretent level of performance!'

It is interesting to note that 26 of the 61 IEPs, all 4o of which are included
-.

in the 21 noted above that ditnot provide .the data, did not :have alheading
, ..:.

that asked .for supporting data. Since the IErformat appeared to-be determihed
. . . % ..,

primarily at the school district level, the lack of a heading wider Which to
I

.

list test scores, etc apparently reflected the school disttictdecision,that

notsuch information was oiecessarily,needed in the IEP. kx
.

. .

. .

As shown in Table 3.15, no assessment dates were included* 34 of the61
1.

b UPs..40khe reason for this appeared to tie the same asPfop supporting data;'

that is, most of the IEPs did not have a'heading'for such information: Of the
. .

.

IEPs for the 61 sample students, only 18 IEPs
,

hal a heading requesting assess-
\

menu dates.
t

4-

: 0 '
B. Special Education and Related Services Provided

The Education 'for illilandkCapped ChildrenAct of.1975 94-142
. 0 "

)

states that the IEP'sh 1 inclu0a statement of the specifkc educational .

services to be provid and the extent to which the student will be ableto

participate in'regu educational progams: The Act alto states that the LEP. .

4 .

I

-shall include rojected date for initiation and anticipated duration of
$4

o.the service is suksection discusses thetypes of placementsthe number
A

of h er week that the students received the sneCial education aces,
. ,, .,

elated -services provided, the beginning datj and duration of services,
.

.

hop the actualservices provided compate with the services as ,specifiec4n the ,

/

IEPs, -add the. apparent reasons for any differences between services received
4 ,...

a

1

4
and services 'ed5,0. theAEPs.

$ 1.. ''types- lageme t
`

. Table 3.16'disp ays thetypes of placement in which to

students received special' education services. The table also shows

of samnletstudents in each type 'of placement. Thesedata'are based

interview informatiqn.

2
.

61 'sample

the nnmbei

on teacher

Hour's Per Week'Assigned to Special Education -

q . . .

Table 3.17 shows the number of hours per meek that the sample stwl'
-

. .

dents received specie; education services in the .placement settings shown in

Table.3.16. These data also'are 'based on teacher interviews. '.
4 00 .

. ... I t: 6.

fil

0

.
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Table3:16'
, -

PLACEMENT FOR SPECIAL EDUCATION.
_ .

.

.. Type of- Placement
Number of Sample
Students Placed

1"
Resource Room

.
.

. ,

Self-Contained Special Educ'ation Classroom

, ,Speech Therapy ., a . .

Resource Room'plus'Vocational ogram-. or Work4' .

,, Setting- P

Self-Contained Special Educat n Classroom Plus
. Vocational Progfam or Worj etiing .

.

,Departmehtaliaed"Program (Student moved from class
to class in a special education school)

Regular Classroom
.

1

1.-
4,

1/

Total.
i

----__ /'

---

*

,

.

.."

.

--)

29

19
.

7

2

.
2

_

.1 i .

,-

1

61

.

,

Table 3.17
.

HOURS PER WEEK IN SPECIAL EDUCATION SETTING

Yours Per Week in'
Special Education .

.

o

. Number ofe3Vdents

7

.16

*,
8

4

13

- 12

.1,

- 61

e

----

-

1

.

- 1 hour or less

.2-1/2-5...yours'
.

5-1/2--10 hours

:I. 12-1/2--15 hours
.

24-25 pours .

s

27-1/2'30
.
hours .

50,houri (Includes work program)"
. f

Ttal
.

.

. . ..

_

.

:

i

.

.

, .

.

3. jelated Servicesz:Provided-

, i According., to the teacher interviews, 10 of the 61 sample students

received related services. These data.are.presented to Table 3.18.

. , 3.15. 56

.1)

a.



Table 3.18
4 A

RELATED SERVICES PROVIDED

r

...Types of Related Service Number of Sample Students
,

Special Diet (for hyperactivehild)

Nursing Care

Physical Therapy
.

Counseling .

.Transportation

Total

.

.
- 1

1

1.

.
1

.. 6
,

10

,

. .

.

.

.

.

4. The Beginning Dares and Anticipated-Duration of Services

The beginning dates of special education services (that is, the.'

dates that the current IEPs became effective) are given in Table 3.19. It is

evident from this table that most of the IEPs became effective at the beginning

of the 197849 school year.

The duration of services, generally_ expressed by providing c.he beginning

date andending date, typically was for. one academic year. The ending dates

for the current year Ms are tabulated in Table 3.20.

Table 3.19

r. BEGINNING DATES OF SPECIAL EDUCATION SERVICES

Beginning Dates of Services Number of Cases

. .

Beginning of 1978-79 Schoolyear.

Beginning of Second Half of 1978-79 School

, Year (January oz February. 1979)
A

. W '.'
March or April 1979 .

End of `1977 -78 School. Year (May-or June 1977).

Total
y-,..._

43

10
.

4

4* .

61

3.16
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Table 3.20

ENDING -DATES OF SPECIAL EbUCATION SERVICES..
s 4

- Ending.DAes of Services .

,

NuMber of Cases .

MO. ...._

End of 1978-79 School Year

January 1980
. : .April 1980

,

,.

, Total; .

..4
_

.

56
-

2.
.

.._ ., 3 ..

.61
'

-

.

b

.
0 .

516, Comparison of Services Provided With Servacee Specified'i'n IEPs
A

In onlyonecase'did the IEP list the-student ik receisfrng4special"4,

education in one setting (resource room) whet the student actually-wasassigned

to a different setting (self-eontaitedv4assroom)., .Hotever, fh,another.20
,

cases,'the'IEP did not specify the setting. Inthe remaining,4O csses'the

teacher reports of placement agreed with the placements specified it the IEPs.
.

.

There was no disagreement regarding related services provided.

There was' ace sign ificant disagreeMent as to the beginning dlike and dura-

tion of service. In'one ;case, the IEP stated-that Oecial education would

begin in September l978;`-the program actually.started in October 1978.

There was no significant disagreement between the hours per week that
1! 6-

sample students iaere 4Assigned,to..special. education and the hours per week

Specified in the TM. However, 32 of the IEPs failed to provide this mandated

information. In two casest the -actual hours perweek in special education was
.

20 hours whereas the IEP .listed the'tiMe as. being as hodis,
6. Apparent Reas for Differtnces Between Actual Special ducstion

41

Jo

. Placements and PlaceMents Specified in fEPs.
'..

.. . i

Differences between actual special education placements,_based On

information froit the teachers of the 61 sample Students, and place-
.

ipents specified in IEPs were more a factor of missing data in,the IEPs than of

'any real disagreements.
s

4
interview

The 'one case where there was actual disagreement (the IEP specified

resource room while the actual placement was in a self-contained classroom)

was a result of the format 'of the IEP. The placement ,portion of the IEP

utilized a checklist format for notingthe.type of placesiiht. Only "regular

3.17
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4101"1.

. .

I. A

classroom," '"vocational program," and "resource room" were listed ,on this

checklist fotmat The teacher checked the "resource room" block because it

came closest to matchinuthe actual,plactment. Fourteen of the IEPs did not

have a- heading for a placement or services -to -be provided recommendation.

Twenty-nine orthe IEPs did not have a.headIng under which to list "related

services" to.be provided.
3

Of the 32 IEPs that did not provide information regarding extent to which

.pFie student would* be able to participate in the regular classroom, 15 did not

have a heading for such information. Of the 17 IEPs that had headings request-
*

ing the information, but where the ilformation-was not provided, 12 of the

"ttudenes were placed full time in special educat ;on schools or self-contained
s 4

classrooms. This may indicate that some teachers or committees did not think

its necessary to write in extent -of- participation -in- regular - classroom data in

41.1 those Situations where the student typically did not attend a regular 01a4roOti.

(It should be noted that the term "regular classroom" is not a particularly

meaningful 'term for a special education school.)

C. Annual Goals and Short-Term Objectives

The EduCation Tor all Handicapped Children Act of 1975 {P.I. 94-142}

states that the IEP.should include a statemeftt of annual goals, including

short-term instructional objectives, and appropriate objective criteria and

evaluation procedures and schedules for determini4g, on'ae least an annual

basis; whetherinseructional objectives are being achieved This subsection

describes these factori asthey relate to the special education programs of
.. .- ,

'elle 61.iample,ittidentS, an4_4cOmpares thesefactors'in the actual program to
...

. . ,

',the factors' at pretented in the IEPs: This'

:4

A bsection also discusses apparent

reasons for differences between the actual is and objectives and the goars

and objectives'listedion the IEPs.
....

. i.. ;

1. Annual Goals . C-
, .

. . . ,..

The actual special education programs for the' 61 sample ttudenti,
,

based on teacher interviews, included annualigoals in the academic and func-
.

4 tionaf areas shOwn'in Table 3.21. The *table also shows the 'humber of students
..

whose programjamluded annual foals in each or these areas. As shown on the

.- table;. most of the progiasiii included, as. a minimum, goats in language and

mathematics. A
0

J
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Table 3.21

NUMBER' OF SPECIAL EDUCATION, PROGRAMS HAVING ANNUAL
GOALS IN VARIOUS ACADEMIC AND ?UN.CTIONAL AREAS

a

C

Academic or Functional, Area

Number of Special Education
Programs Including Goals in .

Each Area

Reading '

Spelling

.Written Expression

Other Reading or Oral or Written English

Mathematics .

Science

Social Science IP

General Academic

Other Academic

Social Adaptation

.Self -I(elp Skills

Physical Education

Motor Skills

Speech ,

Vocational/Prevocational

Other

a

'11

34

9

19

41

5

19

S

20

6

S

4

11

9

9

1 .

40 A comparison of the actual program goals with-the goals listed on the

IEPs is'shown in Table 3.22. ,La seven cases, the actual program, based on

Table 3,22

COMPARISON OF ACTUAL PROGRAM GOALS WITH GOALS LISTED IN IEPs

. .

I Type of Comparison Number of Cases

Actual program goals were the same as goals listed
mjegplEP. . -16

Aiiisal program goals exceeded goals listed in IEP

Goals listed in IEP exceeded actual program goals

Total to
. .

4k

53

7

1 .

. 61
.
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,

nformation provided by the teachers, included some goals that were not listed
t 1

on the IEP. In one case, the IEP listed goals thatyere not a part of the
-

..

actual. program. In the remaining 53 cases., the actual program goals'were

essentiaaly identical to the goals listed in the IEP.

;. Short-Term Objectives

-The actual short-term objectives and the objectives in the IEP were

dompared.on two dimensions. First, the shott-term objectives were compared to

determine to what extent the actual objectives were intended to address the
4.0

same needs (meet the same goals.) as the IEP objectives. .Second, the level of

specificity of 'the short-term objectiv,g4or learning steps) was compared,
0

itIn. general; the actual steltvtlry objectives were simftar to the objec-

tives in the IEPs in subject-mat ter covered. One major exception was the.

eight 'previously discussed cases where the annual goals7diffeked.:Wheretthere

were additiOnal annual goals, there also were additional shore-term objectives;

where certaid,goals had been omitted, the relited shprt-term objectives also

were omitted. Another 'exception Was six cases where the IEP had no short-term

Objectives. In the remaining 47 cases, while there often were Minor variations

in subject-matter covered, there wa s a good match between the actual program

and the.,4EPs.

Level of specificity of short-term objecti;ies refers to the degree of

detail or the degree to which objectives approach actual learning steps: For

example, consider the learning objective "Learn to multiply two-digit numbers

by two-digit numbers." This' objective easily can be broken down 'into less

complex objectives'as shown in Figure 3.1. As is shown in the figure, in

order to learn the general objective, one first must learn the three objectives

listed just under the general objective. In order to learn one of these

objectives, one must learn_the next lower level of objectives, etc. Eventual ly,

such a learning analysis will result in learning objectives or learning steps

that the student already can master. The'major point here is that a teacher

. cannot directly teach the general objective of multiplying two-digit numbers

to a student who has not mastered a number of more specific learning objectives.

The level of specificity of short-term obj_eciives, then, has a direct relation-
.

ship to the practicality of teaching objectives exactly as they are writeen

without introducing some number of additional intervening objectives. The

level of specificity ofobjectives is an indicati6n of the degree to which the

documented objectives are the "real" classroom objectives or more of a summary

statement of the real objectives.

3.20
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Multiply two-digit ntmbers
by two digit numbers

ad4

General Learning
. Objective

Multiply one-digit numbers
by one-digit lumbers .

Add two-digit numbers

"Carry" when sum of
two one-digit numbers .

is more than one digit

"Carry" when product
has more thin one digit

I/-

Add one-digit numbers

Identify one -digit
numbers

More Specific
Learning
Objectives

1/
-- To simplify the figure, a further breakdown of these objectives has
not been included.

Figure 3.1
4

Reducing a General Learning Objective to More Specific Objectives

*
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.A comparison of the level of specificity of the short-term objectives for

the 61 sample students is Tided in Table 3.23. The table shows. that, by a,4 . :
slight majority of cases, e otijectives actually used in the classroom are

,more specific than the objectives listed on the IEPs. In ho case 'are the

actual objectives less specific than the IEP: This indicates that, in most of

the 61 cases, the IEP cepres nts an overview of the actual program as repre-

seated by the short-term obi ctives to be met by the program. , ,

. Table 3.%23

CO1pARISON OF LEVEL'OF11110ICITY OF 'SHORT-TERM OBJECTIVES

/ 1 J ....
-.

Type of,Comparison -

.

Number of Cases
.

.

Level of spec&icity of objectives in actual program
same as level of specificity of Objectifies in IEP

.

.

30

. 25
.

.

6

,
0 '0

61

: .

Level of specifiCity of objectives in actual program
greater than level of specificity of objectives ,

in IEP . i .

.
.

Level of specificity of objectivesin actual program
greater, because ,IEP hadno objectives

..--
.

Level of specificity of objectives in IEP greater,
than in actual program

4 .

Total _,...

3. Appropriate Objectives Criterta

Evalnating the existence of appropriate objective criteria for

determining whether or not the short-term objectives were being met required

considerable subjectivity on the part of the Level 2 Substudy interviewers.,

Since such criterioften were not documented, either in the IEP or elsewhere,

estimating the proportion of the short-term objectives for which evaluation

criteria existed was largely dependent upon the interviewer's opinion as to

whether the criteria proposed by the teachers was the actual planned criteria

or merely the teacher's ideas of criteria that might be used.

Because of the largely subjective nature of these data, only in cases

where extreme differences appear can it be reported with any confidence that

3.22
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an differences existed between the actual objective ceiteriaand the criteria
-...,

e tered in the IEP. More. specifically, the actua4 existence of objective
,

criteria for determining whether or not the short7term objectives were being

met was considered to exceed the objective criteria information in the IEP

2n1y in those, where (a) the interviewer stated that objectivf criteria
. . ,

existed for some, most,, or all of the short-term objectives, and (b) the IEP
, .

Completely filed to provide such data. This situation existed in 17 of the 0
,A ..

61 cases. n no case did the existence of evaluation criteria in the IEP fh

exceed the existence of evaluation criteria in the actual program.

It should be noted that most ot, the lift for the sample students (42 of

the 61) did not contain a heading requesting appropriate objective criteria.

More. typically the objective criteria was considered to be a part of the

short-term objectives. E.g., if a short-=terfo objective was a logical statement

of expected-behavior to an acceptable (acceptable Xo those who wrote the IEP).
. ,-

. 4

standard,,it was considered in this study to include appropriate objective

criteria. (Also see Appendix P of Volume III.) In only 19 of the 61 IEPs

were 50 percent or more of the short -them objectives considered to be logical

,statements of expected behavior to an acceptable standard. Thirty-one of the

IEPs did not include a single short-term objective that met this criterion,

(six of these had no short-term objectives).

4. Evaluation Procedures for Short-Term Objectives

As with objective evaluation criteria, determining the existence of

procedures for evaluating the short-term objectives was based More.on subjec-

t', inion than on actual data. In 16 of the 61 cases, hpwever, not only -

did (a) e interviewer conclude that evaluation procedurel existed in the

actual program, for some, most, or all of the short-term objectives; but alio,

(b) the IEPs for these programs failed to list gvaluation procedures for !az

objectives. In the remaining 45 cases, there was not sufficient evidence to

determine the match tween the actual program and, the IEP. In ,to case was

there an_indication that the IEP exceeded the actual program in the number of

objectives for which evaluation procedures were available. .

5. Evaluation Schedule for Short-Term Objectives

The schedules for evaluating short-term objectives, as reported by .'

the teachers of the sample students, are as shown in Table 3.24. While these'

evaluation schedules were in general agreement with the evaluation schedules

stated in or assumed from other data in the IEPs, in about half of the cases

3.23
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Table 3.24

EVALUATION SCHEDULES FOR SHORT-TERM OBJECTIVES

Evaluation Schedule ' Number of Cases

,

Progress on at least part of the objectives evaluated
daily or weekly

Progress odrobjectives generally evaluated about
everrilx weeks .

L..

Progress on objectives generally evaluated at end
of school term l'

Progress on objectives generally evaluated at end
of school year

.

--

,No specific evaluation schedule .

Total

,

.

w

20

11

11

7

.
40

12

61

r

the actual evaluations took place somewhat more frequently than would be

inferred from the IEPs. It should be noted that very few of the IEPs specifi--

cally provided an evaluation schedule. In most IEPs the schedule had to be

inferred from other data. Table 3.25'shows, for example,. the source of the

evaluation schedule data in the 61 sample IEPs.

Table 3.25

SOURCES OF EVALUATION SCHEDULE DATA

---..

.

..1.4mources of Evaluation Schedule Data
.

...NNmoe

,
.

Number of Cases
. 4

.0101.
Schedulevas specifically stated as beingt he

_
evaluation schedule --

Schedule could be:implied from Short -term objectives

Schedule had to be implied from the beginning-of- "'

' treatment and end-of-treuprnt dates
.

Schedule was neither stated nor implied

Total, .

I

.

*

.
5

30
.

25

1

61

,1.-

.
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6. Apparent Reasons for Differences Between Actual Annual Goals and

Short-Term Objectives, and Goal's and Objectives Specified in IEPs

. In the eight cases where the actual program goals differed from the

goals listed'in the IEP, the differences were relatively minor and generally

consisted of the addition or omission of.one,or two goals from a total of four

or five goals' TWo major-reasons for these differences were offered by the

teachers. First, IEPs sometimes are prepared at the end of the previous

school year, usually by last year's teacher. This year the student may have

had a different teacher who worked toward meeting somewhat different goals

without yet updating the IEP. And second, in several cases the teacher stated

that the student had made more progress than had been expected and,Ous, was

now 'Working toward meeting slightly different goals than those listed in the

IEP. In schools where these situations appeared to exists IEPs typically were

prepared (or updated) at at particular-time during the school year. To assemble

a committee and prepare.a,new'IBP at other- points when changes in goals was

anticipated did 00t aPpear.to:Jit the school's system, and thus was.not typi-

cally done.

Two major,reasonsFfordifferentes in actual short-term qbjectiv.es and
-r..

Objectives' listed: in the IEPs'Aierecae noted previously, given by school and '

.-.

school-di.strict personnel: First, in thote.cases where the anhpaygoals
...

. , .

differed,' the related short-term opjectives, of necessity; alsq differed. And
.. ' . . .

Secon4,'te level of specificity of objectkVes as documented in the IEP generally
.

. .0. , ,

was dot as great as the level of, specificity of:,,opjectives"taught in the

<7 classroom because thisportiol af the IEP generally was considered to be more
*. 'I.

t.
, . J .

, of an overview thin as actual classro li plan. Teachers generally

nsil,Fed that it was unnecessary and unduly burdensome to document short,;
-

, . .
,

term objectives at the leainingTstep.leVel actually used,in the classecto .

A . '. ...?*..

Differences in ObjectiVe criteria, ,evaluation procedures,' and evalUt ion

f. PA

4 schedule's appeared to be p4m rily a' result of not listing such data in IEPs.

A's Wt noted,earlier,,cinly ]9 o
the 61 IEPs had headings rea esting objective

criteria, and .only 30 IEPs had one or more short-term obj tives that, by
...

.

. . ,

virtue of
,
belng logical statements of expecte0 behav to an acceptable

standard, could be consideild to inclu4e. objective criteria. Much the same

thing also was. true of evatuation.procedures and evaluation schedules. Only

26 of the'IEPs contained headings requesting evaluation procedure information,
. , .

aid only 20 IEPs oont ined headings requesting evaluation schedulesA .

(
11
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Comparison'of Prior Year Services with Prior Year IEPs

The 1EP for the prioi year (generally the 197-7-78 school year) was avail-

able for 49 of the 61 Level 2 Substudy students.. However, fOr 3 of these'49

IEPs, the teacher(s) who provided the prioriyeai services was not available

for interviewing (i.e.', the teacher no longer 'taught in the school district or

the student had transferred from another school district). This left a sample

of 46 students for whom comparisoas could be made between special education

services provided for the prior year and. the services promised in the prior

year IEP.

SinCe the teacher had to depebd primarily on memory to desCribe the

services actually provided to the student durisg the prior year, tie interview

focused on five major items of information. These items, which are lisped

belom4 were considered to provide a realistic picture of the extent of special

services provided.

1) Placeinent.

2) . Beginning date of service.

3) Proposedduration of service.

4) Hours per week (or'percent of
t

time) assigned, to special education.

5) Nature of and number of annual goals.

Table 3.26 presents data on how, bd on teacher interview information and

review of the IEPs, the actual ptior year program compared.with the IEP regard -

ing these five items.

As can be noted from the table, the differences between the actual prior

year services and the IEP can be grouped into two categories: the actual

program included more annual goals than the IEP, and the IEP did not include

certain information. ,These ,categories of differences and possible reasons for

the differences_.are diicussed below.

The reasons given by teachers for the larger number oftannual goals

inclhded in the actual. prior year program were the same as the reasons given

- for the current year program;'that is, the IEP sometimes is prepared by the

(previous year's' teacher who did not always include all of the actual goals,

and the students' proi4'ess sometimes justifies working toward new goals in

addition to the-planned goals. As can be noted from Table 3.26, 12 (or 26

percent) of the prior year.programs apparently included more annual goals than

were listed in the IEP. this is in marked contrast to the current year where

only 7 of 61 (or 11.5 percent) of the programs included more annual goals thin

6;
3.24
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_1 Table 3.

COMPARISON OF PRP* YEAR SER

. -

.

HQ Services COmpared.t0 IEP
. Number of

Cases,
.

Actual program was basically AORtical to IEP

Actual program was basicalely identical to 4.2_. cept

that IEP'did not provide, information regarding hours
per week assigned to special education

Actual program waswbasically identical to IEP exceptc

that IEP did not prOvide information regarding place-

.
went or hours per week.assigned to special educatidn

.

Actual program was basically identical to IEP except
that IEP did not provide information regarding
proposed duration of service or hours per week
assigned to special education .

.. .

.

Actual program had more annual goals thah-4EP;
otherwise, program was basicilly identical to IEP

Actual program had more annual goals than UP. Other
factors were basically identical except that IEP
did not provide information regarding hours per
week assigned to speCial education

'

.$

Actual program had more annual' goals than
-

IEP. 'Other
factors were basically identical except that IEP
did not provide information regarding placement or
hours per week assigned to specXl education

Actual program had more annual goals.thadIEP. Other
factors were basically identical except that IEP did
not provide informesipn regarding proposed duration
of service or houri-Otre week assigned to special
education

$

No comparison could be made because, while an IEP
'existed, it_did not contain information regarding
placement, beginning date of service, proposed
duration of service, hours per week assigned p
special education, or annual goals

Total
.

(

.

'

.

V

(

l

.

13

i7

,

1

1

.

9

1

1

1

.

2

46

'

.

.

.

4

.
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0

were listed in.ihe'IEP. Two possible
. I

.,00! is offered. First, the cUrrent"y6ar.IEps fo.

More goals (i.7 goals per IEP).than do the

!EP). Oho 'fact tar fewer goals were listed
tBute to tile:a alprior'year.program goals

1
ti

09 v.
.

$

,,L
..

. .

reasons for this 'year- -Yea 4.1.kferencec

4Iii
46 students average ttightly

y ,

prior year IEPs (7.,1 ,goals per

iu prior year IEes cold contri-
,...-.:- °

exceeding those. l.listed on the
to . .

IElia. . And second; for'the'prior. yelr, the..teacher was considering the entire
. . t --.

achool year whereai, for` the current year, only part of the school year gen-
. ..

erally was considered 4evel,*14ta collection _Wok &Ave. in January through

4. 'April olra97a; therefore, up to five months of the school year remained when
6

the teachep%werd.intervieWed). It.is quite possible that, 'when new goals are

t. . .

-14 , .

added a program, such additions tended to take place near' he end.ef.the

*Schook year.ifter many of the.goels list,. in.the IEk are more likely to have

been met.

'While the reasons for the

the reasons for the

certain.. 4.3ii"of the 36

have a heading requesting...the data

provide, data and did not

P

number of annual goals are, somewhat

ssing daze. on the 46 IEPs is Aonlewhat more
,

Missing datain the AP, the IEP did.not'
A

.The breakdown of IEPs thatifailed to.
, . i'

a$ treading requesting. the data is ;provided i§g

-

Tab e 3.27

' NUMBER'

i

OF PRIOR YEAR IEPs THAT FA' 411'0 PROVIDE
ip

ll
VARIOUS TYPES OF D;AND THE NUM OF THESE IEPs
(THAT*DID NOT INCLUD44yREADING REQ ING THEcDATA

, ...

Type o ata

Number of Prior
. Year IEPi that

Failed' to Pro-

vide the Data

Number of Prior Year
IEPs-t Failed to'
Provi Data ana'Also
Did Notoave'a.He'ading

P Requesting the Data
Wo

Recommended acement

egianin ate ofsoivied,

d duratign of service

per wee k assigned to

eiai education
.

To tall

4

2

24

2

36

4a/
. .

2

4.

b
18

/

2

30

.1

.a/
An additional six IEPs did not have a heading'reiuesting the data but

,.

diaprOvide the data.
b/' I

Six IEPs had a heading:requestigg the datalut,did not provide the data.
*

.
.

414 3.28
1'
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E. Su4ary ofComparison of Actual Programs with Programs as Documented '

r in the IEPs

' The major Lev el 2' Substudt finding regarding the comparison of actual

special education piograms with programs as.documented in the IEPs-is that the I.

actual program, for the. 61 studenF sample,, compared favorably with the IEP,

for both the current year awl
$
(for 46 of the studentsample) for the prior

,...

_year. There appeared to be no attempt to promise services in the IEP with no
4

intention of actually providing the service. Instead, the actual programs .

tended to expand slightly on the typically overview_ type. of program outline

included in the IEP. No attempt was made in the Level 2 Substudy to judge the 14
5 . .

quality or appropriateness Of the actual specialfedUcition programs; therefore,
. , .

no such results can bereported'here. It can, however, be stated with reason-

able confidence that the actual program'generally included those services

specified in the IEP and the actual program plan

detail not included in the IEP.
I

often included a level of

III. DEGREE OF PARENTS' FAMILIARITY WITH THEIR CHILDREN'S.IEPs
0

To determine the degree to which the parents (or guaidians) of the Level 2

.
sibsample students were knowledgeable about aeir children's IEPs; An attempt

was 'made to interview the paAit (or guardian) of 'each of the 61 students in

the supsaclipl ..,,,iForty-four (or 72 ptrcent) of the parents were contacted, 3g

)
liy telephone antli7-by mail. In every case, Ohly one paient, usually the

mother, was ;ontacted: In, addition,
J A

-the.teacher thost.knowtIdgeable about

neiropinion orhow knowledgeable the

latter information not only provided

but also permitted comparison of tegehers'.perceptions with parents' percep-

for each of the 61 students in the- sample,

the student's IE434as asked for his or

child' s parents :were about the IEP.' This

data for all 61 students in the sample,

tions. Fo is a' summary of the information obtained from the various'

parental - knowledge contacts.'

A. General in formation

1 ct

.

Since all 61 itareatsvere sufficiently conversant in English to understand

their' Child's IEP, no'.particular assistanc e was required in conducting the
.

_ . ..

parent interviews.
.

0
3. 29.,
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According to teacher reports, in 59 of the 61 cases, the parent was aware

that his or her child was considered by the school to be handicapped In'the

remaining two cases; the teacher was not sure one way or the other.

A

B.. Extent to Which Parent Was Aware That Student Had an.IEg

In all 44 of the cases where the pareawas contacted, the parent Indicated

that he or she was aware that his or her child had an IEP. In all 44 of these

cases, the student's teacher also indicated that the parent'was aware of the:

existence of the IEP. In the 17 cases where the parent was not contacted, one

teacher .indicated that the parent was not aware of the existence of the IEP,

one teacher stated that She did not know whether or not the parent knew about

the IEP;,and 15 to ers stated that the parent aid know of the IL. It is

interesting to note that in the one case where the, teacher 'stated that,th'e 44

parent was not aware that.her child had an IEP, the actual IEP contained what-

apparently was the pa'rent's approval signature. However, this IEP is entitled

"Individual Student Plan". and makes no mention of a handitapping condition or
. .

of the present level of educational functiOning. Therefdre,it is pdssible"

that the- 'parent signed the documept without knowing rt,was an IEP.

'

i S

C. Degree of Parental Familiarity with the C6ntent of the Student'S IEP

The degree of parental famijliarity with the content.of the IEP.is4thown ;'

.
irn Table 3.28. These data are based on statements from ,the 44 contacted

4, *

parents. As can be seen from the table, only one parent indicated that she -

was not at all familiar with the content of the IEP. The IEP for thisparents

child noted that two parent conferences were 'arranged with 'the perent,, but

that,the parent cancelled bOth14

Table 3.28

° t. r
. 1

. DEGREE OF PARENI61, FAMILIARITY WITH THE CONTENT:
OF THE IEP;SAS;D ON PARENT STATEMENTS 4,,o ,

* * .

Yes .. .,NOE.',

A,

:

S4 : ..0,

ThoroughlyFamiliar withContent
At Least Somewhat Familiar with Content

19.(431)
33 (75 %)

.25 07 t), 0.
Ai (25 %) ,..

At Least VIguely4Famkliar with Content.. 4 (98 %) . 1 (-2 70) v
!

3.30.
A 4
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Table 3.29.6h ws the teacher's perception of the degree of parental

familiarity.sith the content of the. IEP.. Only the 44 cases where the parent
.51

was contacted are included'. t is interesting to note that the teachers

*sear somewhat overly- optimisti about the degree of parental familiarity

with the IEP. While in 36 (or 82 pe t) of the 44 cases the parents were fh

agreement with the teachers, parents in (or 18 percent) of the eases reported

being slightly less familiar with the c ntent of the IEP than the teachers had

thought them to be. In no case did parent interview indicate that the

parent was more familiar with the IEP t an the teacher had thought.

Table 3.30*presentsdata reglosii parental familiarity with the content

of the IEP for the parents of all 6 sample students. Where It is available,
, .

the pareit inputs are used;' where parent input is not available,. teacher

perceptions are Used.",
:, .

.

Table 3.29

TEACHER'S PERCEPTION OF DEGREE OF PARENTAL
FAMILIARITY WITH THE CONTENT OF THE IEP

. . .
.

. :Yes No .'

. ,
Thoroughly Familiar with Content - 24 ( 57 %) 19 (43 %)
At:Least Somewhat Familiar with Content' 36 ( 82 %) .7. (18 %),
At Least Vaguely Familiar, with Content 44 (100 %) 0 ( 0 %)

4
Table 3.30

.DEGREE OF PARENTAL FAMILIARITY WITH THE CONTENT OF THE IEP;
PARENT STATEMENTS SUPPLEMENTED BY TEACHER P4RCEPTION

.

.. ..

Yes . Don't
.

thorou hly Familiar with Content
At LeastSomewhar-Familiar with Content
i Least Vaguely Familiar with Content

.

,

,,,,

,

.

26
43

56

33

16
4 3

.

2 .
.

2

2

.

s

(

It is interesting, to note that a high positive'correlati exi between
04 .

, - parental. familiarity with he content Of the ttudent:s IEP and parental-

. participation-in-the-IEP-process data ,(as reported 'by teacheri in the Student J
., .

. Characperistics Questionnaires). These relationships are shown in Table 3lg5
41. -

-.
,

oP 0

.

3.31 74 .1

40
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Table 3.31

RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN PARENTAL FAMILIARITY WITH CONTENTS
AND DEGREE'OF PARTICIPATION IN IEP PRWESS

4 . ..
,

s

Degree -Of Familiarity.
With Content of /EP

.
Number of Parents by Degree of

Participation in the IEP Process
Did Not

Participated Met with School Participate
in IEP Personnel to (Other than

Committee Discuss IEP Signing IEP) TOTAL

Irboroughly Familiar with
Content

Somewhat Familiar with
Content

Only Vaguely Familiar
With Content

0

Not at all fathiliar With
Content

,

10 . 8 1
.

.

.

9 3 2

..-

-I
_3 3 4

, . . 4
.

.

.--
- -- . . 1

.

19

. 14

i0

1

table ,sh6w41 for example, that of the 19 parents who claimed to be

thoroughly familiar with their children's IEPs, 10 apparently participated in

the. IEP committee, Another 8 apiarentlymetWith school personnel to distuss

the IEP, and only 1 did nOt.paiticipate in any way except'to sign the IEP.- On, -

the other hand, of the ten Ants.pho stated that they were only vagueXy,

familiar with toe IEP, only three participated in the IEP committee, three

_ others met' with school personnel to dfscUdt the completed IEP, and four parti-

cipated only by signing the completed IEP. .

D. Extent to Which Parenti Agreed that Their Children's IEPs Were Appropriate

The-extent to which parehts agreed that their' children's IEPs were appro-
. A.

priate for meeting the children's specilleducationil needs is -shown in Table

3.32. These data are based on statements frod the 44 contacted parents. The

teachers' perception of parental agreement with .the appropriateness of the
....

'IEPs'was quite simillr to that expressed ,,by the parents.

Table3.33 ShOws the parent:. Eeement ii ormation for the parents of the

117,entire sample of 61. Teacher i ormatiPm is included where parent contact's
. .

were not made.

.3.32

,
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Table 3.32

EXTENT TO WHICH PARENTS AGREED THAT THE IEP
WAS APPROPRIATE; BASED ON PARENT STATEMENTS

Completely Agreed with IEP 37

Agreed with Most but NOt All of IEP 5

Agreed with Only a Smafl Plrt of IEP 1

Completely Disagreed with IEP 0

Was Not Sufficiently Familiar with IEP
ti Have an Opinion 4. 1

I

Table 3.33

' EXTENT TO WHICH PARENTS AGREED THAT THE IEP. WAS APPROPRIATE;
. 1PARENT STATEMENTS SUPPLEMENTED BY TEACHER PERCEPTION

4,
t

-,..

....

,

Completely Agreed with IEP
. .'

48
Agreed with'Most but Not All of IEP

to
7*

Agreed with Only a Small Part of IEP.- ' 1

Completely Disagreed with IEP ..
,

.0

Parent Not Stifficiently.Familior wleh '.- . ,

IEE,Xe-Have an Opinion, or Teacher
Did Not Know '..-

. . ,

I

IEP,

4;
o 4

FOr the parents who stated that.J14y.agreed with most- but not all of the

some Of the typiCal descriptions of thee-nature of the disagreement were
.. e) .

"Thinks child shouLd be -in a.: closed' classroom rather than in the

present 'open' classroom:"
.

"Thinks 16-year-old child should be in a vocatiodhli program so she
.
Can learn something that pays." #

"Thints,mcA th6 the present 40 minutes pei week should be'spent in

individual speech theraii:!'
, :

The one paredt who'Agreed.with only ksmill part of her child's IEP; did
.

agree with the IEP's spats and 0 eetives: Her:dfsagreement was- withwte.
'

no un rsan thechild's pplacements Ehe thought,th committee did not detd
q.. . .

.nature and depth.oi the chiad;s ndicip,(listeb as moderatelyRmotionally

,disturbed),'aud that the'thille'sh
. .

than. the present 3 1/2 bouts per

ina:Aiii4elitainedoaassroom rather

in repoliCtiroom for lekrning-disabled

. children and 2,1/2 hours per 41Y etregu/ar-tlaskroom.

A- ".* - 4 ,
4 "

A " 1 4.
--% 044 )." .

.

.4
. : . .

, . : .... , . I



All of the parents who disagreed with part of the IEP appeared to have

approved the LEP by signing it. There were no indications of disagreement

noted on the IEPs. mo

E. Extent to Which Parents' Considered that Thdir Children Were Receivin&

Services Specified on IEPs

Thirty-nine of the contacted parents stated that thS thought the services

specified on the IEPs were, in fact, being pp:wiled; four parents stated that

they hag, no opinion as to whether or not the services were being provided; and

one parent stated that some of the services specified in her child's IEP were

not being provided. In the latter case, the parent stated that

wpa not receiving-speech therapy. The child's current placement

in a resource room for remedial math and the balance of the time..

elassroom. She was classified by the school as speech impaired.

her daughter

was part time

in the oegular

Her IEP also

recommends speech therapy. However, all of the IEP goats and objectives were

The IEP also commented that the student (16 years.

problem every week* most of them 'designed to gain

week the, supposed pirobjem was a need for speech

for assistance with math.

old) seemed to have a new

attention, and .that this

therapy. 40

, F. Other Parent Comments

9 .Seventeen of the 44 contacted'parents specifically stated their approval

04 the'program for handicapped children.

was:

Typical of comments fron1parents

"Lam'very ',Teased with my 'child's progress in school, and I like

being inclu4ed inethe process."
. .

4. "We are pleased with the program. she's id., They are. doing a good

job with her."
.

Eight,ptrents specifically' mentioned their involvement in the IEP process.

They indicatea high level of interest and involvement in the program. Three

:parents sPecifically mentioned tbat,'while they, were interestdd in their

child's program, they were quite satisfied to leave the planning to. the school.

A number of parents. appeared to beiaoare of their' child's placement, Nt .

they were quite vague about details of Ole IEP. With some parents, there.yaa'
4

a tendency to confuse the total school program with the[ special eduratian
.

serlices. One mother expiessed her pleasure with her chid'i ecademic,pr4gress

S.34
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in school. However, she did aot connect this progress with the IEP but rather

from the counseling the child was receiving from social services.

One mother explbssed.her pleasure with her child's special education

program, but added that the child's.father still thinks the child is just

lazy.

One mother wrote a brief note that said, "Nrchild is, learning and seems

happy is school. I thank you for. your interest in them."

G. Summary Statement of Parental Familiarity with the IEP

The above indicates that, for the majority Sthe students in the Level 2

Substudy sample, the parent was at least somewhat familiar with the IEP. Most

of the'parents were aware of.the iplacement and had a general idea of

the services being provided; however, many of the parents were only vaguely

familiar with details4of the IEP such as the annual goals and short-term

objective. ParentsN.tended to be slightly less familiar with.the coqpent of

the IEP than the teachers thought they were. There was.a'positive correlation

between parental familiarity with IEFs. and parental participation in the IEP

process.

Host of the
e

parentstnoi only believed that their child was receiving the

services specified on the IEP, but also approved of the program and were

pleased with the results.

IV. ADDITIONAL LEVEL 2 SUBSTUDY"FINDINGS

This section summarizes additional Level 2 findiaks, particularly results

of interviews with district directors of special. education of the 25 school

disteicts in the Level 2 Substudy sample. These interviews focused primarily
. , .44:001 ;

on the following district policy and resource factors. .

a) The procedure by which a 'student 'typically is 'identified as

handicapped.

N) Hbw IEPs typically are develOped, reviewed, and revised.

c) What role 'the parent and student `typically play in, the IEP process.

d The relationship between resources available for providing hoecial

education to handicapped students and resources needed for providing

uch services(

Each of ti-se factor; is discussed' briefly_ below.

3.35 76
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A. Procedure by Which t Stud t.Ty+p'c lly Is Identified as Handicapped

According to interviews vi scto 1 district special education personnel'

and, to a lesser degree, with schogl personnel, most referrals were made by

regular ,classroom teachers. Some ' districts, particularly in higher socio-

economic areas, reported parental referrals. Other school personnel (e.g.,

counselor, speech therapist) ,apparently also make some referrals. While some

type of child-find program typically was (or once had been),in existence, the

level of activity appeared to be inconsequential.

The student referral typically was to a school-based committee if in a

large school or a large school district, or to a school district committee if 44

in a small, school district. Occasionally there was an intermediate step in

'4hAch the referral waste to a special service representative, usually the school

counselor, who reviewed the case and, where 'appropriate, referred the case to

the committee. The committee requested assessments (or reviewed existing

assessment data) and made what they considered to be an appropriate placement.

B. How IEPs Typically Are Developed, Reviewed, and Revised

The IEP typically was developed initially by fa schoql-based or school-

district committee. Although a group effort was involved, the individual

teacher responsible for providing the services generally did !post of the

actual writing of the IEP, particularly of the short-te4m objectives.

Review and revision of the .1E11 appeared to take place at least annually,

often in the spring. In some districts, the review / revision process appeared

to be scheduled routinely two to four timeS.per year., The special education

teachers appeared to take an even heavier part in the evision process than in

the original development.

Several school' and school district personnel complained of a lack of

in-service training for those who prepared IEPs. The special education teach-

ers, while they generally appeared competent and ent 'ast' , often complained

that they had neither the training nor the time to prepare an optimum IEP.

A particular area of indicated need was additional training in writing appro-

priate shoit-term objectives.

To provide additional data regardickg the IEP developmental process,, the

teacher most famt1 ar with the.sample student's special education program was .

asked what personnel types contributed to the development of the current IEP

and,to what degree.each of, these personnel contributed. As is shown in

7,
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Table 3.34, in over half of the 61 cases the teacher reported that the IEP was

prepared solely by those who provided the special education services. This

does not mean that there were no IEP committee meetings and/or review procedures.

It means that, according to the teacher's statements, the teacher(s) who pro-

vided the services actually prepared the entire IEP.

Table 3:34

PERSONNEL WHO PREPARED IEPs

.

Personnel Types Who Prepared IEP Number of Cases.
.

. w
Only the teacher who provided the services 30 .

Only the teacher who formerly provided the services ' 2

Only the 3-4 teachers who provided the services 2

A committee that included the teacher(s) who. .

provided the services

TOTAL

27

61
. . .

In 16 of the 27 cases where, according tothe teacher statements., the IEP

was prepared by a committee, the teacher(s) who provided the services furnished

50 percent or more of the inputs to the IEP. The distributiod of ,teacher

inputs is shown in Table 3.35. .

Table.3.35

EXTENT OF INNT TO PREPARATION OF IEP'BY TEACHER(S)
WHO PROVIDED SPECIAL EDUCATION

. -

----r
Extent of Teacher Input Into
Preparing IEP' . Number of.Cases_

. .

Some but less than 25 percent

25-49 percent

50-74 percent
.

75-99 percent

Subtotal

100 percent
.

Total

.

.

.

.
.

7

.4

. 7

.

.

.

.
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.
.

.In 18. of the cases, the teacher indicated tha;tpe students' parent(s)
. 1

cOntribUted to the development of the IER. The extent of .,parental inpg., is. _

shown-in Table 3.36.

Other pirionnel types who contributed 8percent or 'Fiore to preparation
. t

t. of IiPs are listed, along-witfi'the numbers of cases, in Table 3.37.

.

.

- .

4

Table 3.36

EXTENT OF INPUT TO PREPARATION OFIEP AY THE STUDENTS' PARENT(S)
, .

&teat 9f Parental Input Into .
, : 'Preparing fEP . ,, :

,

Number of Cases
.

,

...N?

.'

'

1, 4 .

paqicipatlOrf.
.

Um, but, less than 10. percent

10-24 percent
t

25-49 percente

50-74 percent
tf

75 percent or more

Total

.-

.

.

,

43

4

10

3

1

0

61
i

,

Table 3.37

OTHER PERSONNEL WHO CONTRIBUTED 25 PERCENT OR MORE
TO PREPARATION OF THE IEP

me._

Personnel Type

_

. Number of Cases

4

Psychologist

Social Worker ,
.

Learning Specialist/Consultant

Regular classroom Teacher

Total .

.

.

4

.

4

7

4

2

1

14

f

.

It can be concluded from.the above that, according to the teacher reports

in the 61 cases,, the teacher(s) who provided the special education service

typically either developed the IEP or provided most of'the inputs toward its

development.

3.38
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C. Parent and Student Role in the IEP Process

The degree of parental.participation in the I.EP process appeared to
%

relate directly to the socio-economic status (SES) of the community. High SES

districts generally reported a high level of parent involvement; in low SES

ccimmunities., parent in4olvemenappeared almost none xistant. Several districts

stated that parents often participated in the initial development of the IEP

but failed to participate in the review/revision process,.

Very little student involvement in the IEP process was noticed.. In those

scattered cases where students were included in the developmental process,

such participation appeared to be restricted primarily to secondary school

students in vocational programs.

D.= Relationship Between Available Resources and Needed` Resources

Very little information was gained as to any special education services

that were needed but not available. There was some indication that needed

resources generally were available somewhere, but not always in the schools

erethey.were needed. Students possessing significant handicapping condi-

tions often were placed in service facilities outside of the school building

in which. they would normally .be enrol/ed. Superior resources appeared to be

available in high SES, rapidly growing areas.

E. Additional Observations
. .

In several school' districts, the development of IEPs appeared to be more

of a legalistic function than of an educational function. In some cases,

while an up-to-date IEP was on file, relatively little use was made of the IEP

in guiding the educational progress of the student. In several cases, the

only copies of the IEPs appeared to be on file at the school district office,

which generally was remote from the school and cl!aetroom where the special

education was provided. In one case, ten students shared, single IEP. On

the other hand, the process intended by P.L. 94-1424was clearly beini imple-
,

mented in a number of school districts. School-based committees were making

placement decisions, preparing IEPs, and monitoring student progress.

School district and school peisonnel who worked with handicapped students

-generally appeared competent and highly motivated. While they often worked

Under considerably less than'optimum conditions, they typically were optimistic

and enthusiastic about their work, about progress made to date, and about the

possibilities for progress in the future.

3.39



Chapter 4

Major Findings and Implications

This chapter summarizes the major findings and implications of both

Level 1 and Level 2 of the Retrospective Longitudinal Substudy.

T. MAJOR FINDINGS OF THE LEVEL I SUBSTUDY

The specific question addressed by the Level 1 Retrospective Longitudinal

Substudy was: "What is the difference between two consecutive school years in

the answers to Basic survey Questions 1-7. FolloWing is,a summary of major

findings for each of these seven questions.

A. What Do IEPs Look Like?

From the prior year (the 1977-78 school year) to tht current year (the

L978 -79 school year) there was a slight increase in the average number of

pages in an IEP, an increase in the proportion of IEPs that provide a'plajt

for parental approval, and an increase in the proportion of TEPs that consisted

of separate documents from different. teachers or service sources. Current

year IEPs tended to provide more headings for both mandated and nonrnandated

information and tended to be less restrictive in limiting the number of short-

term objectives.

B. What Kinds of Information Do IEPs Contain?,

There was considerable improvement in the current year IEPs in the extent

to'which they included the 11 items of information mandated by the Act. In

particular, a larger proportion of current year IEPs included short-term

objectives, evaluation cri eria, evaluation procedures, evaluation schedules,

and assurance of at least a nnual.evaluation. There was some indication of

a tendency toward including additional nonmandated information as well.

ti

C. Now Is Information Presented in IEPs?

There were improvements in curient year IEPs from regular schhols in the

specificity of information regdrding the projected date of initiation of

services, pkoposed evaluation procedures, and assurance of at least an annual



evaluation. In general, these improvements were not_oited.inwiEPs frOm\-4peciar

education schools.

The average number of short-term objectives in current year IEPs in-

creased by almost 50 percent.

D. Who Ptticiriates in the Development and ApprovAl of.IEPs?"

There was a definite increase in the proportion of current year IEPs that

showed participation in the development and approval processes by teachers and

therapists, administrative personnel, and parents. This change occurred in

regular school IEPs but not in IEPs from special education schools.

MP

E. What Types of Special Education and Related Services Are Specified

in IEPs?

Few cnges were noted in the types of special e ation and related

.

services specified in IEPs. There was a slight increase in the proportion pfl

IEPs that contained goals and objectives in the areas of'social adaptation and

in vocational/prevocationil.

4

F. How Informative and Internally Consistent Are IEPs?"
S

There was a slight increase in the proportion of IEPs that shoi4ed inforL

mativeness and internal consisteocybr including need statements, goals, add

objectives in readingler oral or written English. Also, there was an increase
.

in the proportion of IEPs that included at least one instance of a short-term

objective that related to an annual goal that related to an area of indicated
//

..

need. Current-yea? IEPs were somewhat more 'nformative in that,a largerNk.......

proportion of IEPs included information mandated b the Act.

G. In What Service Settings, and for What,Proportion of the Academic Week,

inDo Students Receive the Special Education Services Specified n IEPs?

. No change was noted from the prior year to the current year in the service

settings in which special' education services were prOvided,, or in the propor-
,

tion of the academic week that handicapped:students spent in these settings.

G.2
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MAJOR MINOS OF THE -LEVEL 2 SHESTUDY
.

.
.

....

, - . 4

This section summarizes the findings'of the Level 2 Substudy by pretenting0,,"'
major-41144gs regarding tht fou repearch questiqfti addressed by. the Level 2

lr- ,..

S ucip.;li-,......

At

1510A. What Is-the Nature-oft the Special Education and Related Services thit

Student s in the'Subsample .Re,

r " .

'./ 4

- V Thirasseisment of the 'present level of functioning of the 61 audents in
.

. . ..
. .

,Che'subiample consisted primarily of administration of achievement tests or'
. o .

VI

w. ..

'

4
-teacher-made testis. &wever, i fairly wide range of both academic and fgnc-

. I . wo' '

''. tional assessment techniques was used Most assessment's were conductedejthoer
I0 0

6

. at,theend.'af the prior, year or at the beginning of the rurren't year. , .

...

,

1,

.
Over hilf of the students received special-education in a resoUrCe,room;

about one-third "ieceivId special' education in ,p self-contain0 clasiroom.
. .

.Half of theostudents received ten hourg"or less of special educationper.week;

4t the other hal( received twelve and one half hourlior more.
. .

e
. . . ..!... .

AboUt two-thirdt
-

nf the IEEs 'became effective at the. beginning of the ;

-. . -
.

;?chonl'year. About 15 Ocent bicame effective:at the beginning of the second
-

:,htlf of the'sthooldyeari The "findingn dat:e of 4eorices for .almost alllof the."'

specialiedqcatiod.programs was the .end of.the-scho7ol.yea . %7
. .-

. . , t bk

$, ' The special-edUcation programs gerierilly',,were directed toward meeting
.: . .

geals.ini reading orlftal or `written Eniaish add/or mat*patics. About ones w

third of the IEPs'includeegbafs in

eluded goals:in.speech.

. . Progiess toward. meeting short -term
Or.

. .
A

every .weeks '11 about...half of the spec
"

al adaptation; about 15'percent in-
4

7o i
objectives was evaluated at .least

ial educatIon progra . The balance,

were, dvalbat `less often or had no ,particular evaluation schedure..

r. y'.
. 1. .

'B. Hour Do.,the-Services Actually Received Comparetiith Those

. theitddint's IEP1 ,

Specifild in

t
4Tdeiellisk-yeryi.close?agreemen.t betfgeen .the actual special
4,

" hgrogrems sand the-pregrams specified in the IEPs. this was true for both the

1.

education

r
`prior year.a4 the'curreni -lhere appeared to bebno attempt to promite"

__
. .-

Lervices in the LEP with 66,intentionlOI actually providing ihivervice. .

Instead, the actual programs tendd.tObe mor'e* fcompreh giva than-ghe Rrogram
,- -' .s. . . . .0 . .4 w ,

.

if.

4

,*

;

4t3

it

to

t,l .
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e

- -

.
.

--,_ ,:

.
. outlined in the

)
IEPs. For e'kample, the evalua.tionf pre ent level oflerfor-

. maoce often was more thorc4igh than was outlined in the , the numffeof

annual goals being worked on often was llsger, and tee actual classroom objec-
-

. -

4
. . .

tiyes generally were more detailed that 'the s Statement, ti-in the IEPs.

.

4:'

.

"three ,possibl,e, reasons for the tendency of the actual programs to expand

.slightly on the programs outlined i/ the IEPs areas follows:: "-

1) . The' IEP format .oftet-tended to restrict -the type, amount, or level

of detail Of information included to the Imo' ?.
8

2) In sevtr,s1 school districtsthe district's policies indicated,4that

rthe development of IEPs was more of a regalistic function than of an

educational functidn. Fot e.Tampld, in severalcasei the only copies

of the IEPs apparently were kept,at the school degtrict office; in0.

C.'

one case ten students shared a single IEP.

There was some indication of insufficient: ,j4s.eririce training:,

Severa14eCial education teachers indicated that they had neither
.. 4

. the. raining nor the time to prepireen offtimumIEFIN
.

10

liow Knowledgeable Are Parents (Guardians) About the-Ps of Th'r

Children (Wards)? .

All of thi parents were aware .that their - child had an IEP. Practically
;

all of thilsewpirshs,-wett at-least...vaguely familtor witie the contents of the
- \ . ,..i.

IEP, At-'1gastkdae-th&rd of theief w4tWat least somewhat...1Amilfar with Xhe-
,i, . .*

.
econtdnts, and about'one-fifth.of the parents who were aware that their child

. ..

.

haean IEP were thordiighly familiar with the contents. dIn general, parents
4 II I. . . .

were aware of their child's placement ah6the general
.
sei-vices being provided.,

,..-...- .
They were considerably less familiar with the annual goals and inrt-term

0 ... .
. .,. . .

..

'objectives. Parents tended to be slightly less faMiliard with thd' contents of

the IEP than the teachers tholht,ttiay were.
.

There.wa's a strdarelationship
_. 4 I

-' between parental familiarity with IEPs anti parental pa"rticiOhtiod in the IEP

o ,
4.

. ., i .

process. r . /
.

t
.

Most or the parents ndt only stated that their child'was'receiving the'

ser4ices specified ih

)
he IEP, but also Impressed approval .of the program.

_ .

,

, .

4 ' . A

4

. What Personnel yrovilleWhat Proportion oLthe IEP Ddlielopini Effort?
.

who provided

the IEP which

40 for half of the 61 -students in the sudsamPle, the teacher
.

the'spttill iduoation.stated ttlitthe or she peridnally prepared
e-

.

.

in,
4.4 . 4'

..

.

4

. ,



'was later "reviewed by the committee. For most of the balance of the IEPs, the

teacher, who provided the special education provided 50 percent or more of the
1 -

inputs the IEP. For one - fourth of the IEPs, the parents provided 1,9 percent ,

mom of the-inputs to.the'LEP. In most of the remaining cases, the parent
.

did not participate at all in the, actual LEP.preparation.. -

to

III. .CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

.

The vajor concluiion of the Level 1 Substudy was that, while, as detailed

in Volnme III, sizeable proportion of mirient year IEPs still' did not meet

the legal requirements of the Act, considerabli gains were
AP

made frotthe prior

to the current year .in preparing IEPs' that did meet the requirements.- 'However, SO'
. , .

onl minimal changes were made in providing additional useful, but ngt mildalted,
.

.

info ation in /EPs.. Considering that the prior year was the initial year for
---

implethentation of the Act's requirementsfor IEPs, this conclusion appears to

reflect a< logical emphasis', in the.cuerent year IEPs, on ittempting.to meet

the legal' requirements, One implication of these changes is that A follow-up
. e

1.

on the Level 1 Substudy is needed to determine to what extent he progress

ibi-eflected,in the Levej 1 Substudy findings Continues to be ma in succeeding
....

,yeIrs.. Such.a follow-up study also coat provide insights into ,change ih-the,

degree to which IEPs'ake considered to be educational as opposed to legalistic
46,...

. , X
docUaents, Such change,lift, would be .reflected in the prapirticof"IEPs

at proyile useful adddation-related inforiatioainol necessarily requires by

Act, ! v 1 .

1
:

The major conclusion of the Level 2 Substudy was that there was a close
. , .

match between special servioeslirovided and special, services as-documented in

s:IBPs.- Thip finding not only provided support for the Basic Survey findings
414 k.

regarding. the dature.and extent -of services provided tb handicapped studietts,-

but also indicated that IEPs could be used with a high degree of dente to
.

.;

.. .

monitor overall compliance with the4Act. .
A.

..

.., C5 *

.

7,.." While: the Le'Vel- 2 Substudy findingsregarding parental inputt-2&o the

IirProcess and parental attitudes toward the program emplesized certain.weAr-

. .
Aleses regarding lack of participation by 'kora* lweAts, ttle.general picture.
was quite positive'and indicated that the increased patental"partic. ation is"

4 ,

anzimportant outcome of.faplementation of the Act. . ,

4 .

C

:4e1.1
4:5

w,
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Another finding of Level 2 Sitbstudy"was that there was a direct tion"--

ship hepteen, the .1Ep :flirmat and the completeness- of the IEP.' Till ing

supported similar f rndisigi :in the Basic "Surverielhe implications are strong

that additional ateentiotc-ie required in developing or adapting YEP fo s
.

tha intkudt spate for manlated and Other' impOrtant educ4ional infor ion.
. .. . . - 49 k

Level 2 Subitudy iiterviWs ,with. ,district: and school peFsonnel ieinforced
. . ,4 ,

Basic Survey findings% apt JanyJEPs reflect_a need for additional training on
.. %

the part, af 'those who prepire tile IEPs. One plication of the substudy was
,

that in-service training, is-seeded paiticular in the writing o4 short-term

..'
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Appendix A

Supoorting':oata,for Chapter.

Criteria for Determining the Occurrence of Mandated Information in-IBPS .

4 ;
47 ,

,

determination'as'to the occurrence o . mandated informatiop in Irs was
.4 .

.
,

based on qudstions in the IEP EvaluatiOiChieklist. The folio;gitig'criteria

were used to determine whether, dr not the fklowing types of mandated *forma-%

Lion were included:

,

lYStatement of present level of performan

the column labeled "Present level of

Column A)..

2) Statement of annual goaIs: any

labeled nIumber'of goals lis

4, any number

listed" (Item 6,

ositive number entered in column
. _

. (Item '6., Column E).

.Shortterm objectives: any positive numbei entered,in_column. labeled

"Number.of short-term objectives" (Item7, ColUmn A).
. . . _

. , 0

4) Statement'of specific education q services to be provided: (a) any
. . / . . .

/ appropriate information entered under a heading requesting such.
*

information (awn 3, Column B, number 14); (b) any positive- number
_ . .

entered iu coldmn labeled "Number of goals listed" (Item.6, Column E);

(c) any, positive number entered in column labeled "Number of short-
.

4, . . 4

. term' objectives" (,Item 7, Column A); or ant,' number circled to.

Indicate a rerated service to be received (Item 10). 4_
..,. )

',..,.

5) Statement of extent of garticipatiothin the rekuldr prngraml- any
./- .

,..,

amount of "time :Eeither petcent or minutes'per week) entered in
. .

.

questio.n regarding ,proportion or amount of timeassIgned_to spscial
. .

semiCes 9) .

t

.
.f

6) Projected atf for in tiation.of servicei: an item circled in the
.

.

question on begifini ,dates of service (Item 12) which stated tho..--
*

the date(s) was.(werer(a) specifically'staee4 (b) could be inferred
.

from contained tn.goalvor objectives; or (c) could be inferred'

from d IEP was prepared:

7) Anticipated duration of. services,' ati.itemiliecliped

oil duration Ofseivicei (Item 13) 'which s.tated that
6

spec'fieallypstaeed;. (b) inferred from-dates gt.v

in the questkop

duration,

en for goals or

objertivts; (c) inferred from heading.ta0A thalloals were ann441

goals'; or (d). that sesyricestwoul be provided'ial_fOng- as nee.400:"
' .

. e,,- 4,
A , . &/

$

- . . a 11.. a ad

4;
7
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.

%ot

. ,
;

i
I

,

ft), Proposed evaluation criteria:'.,any'appropriate,information.enterea
...,

. -.

.
. under a heading requesting such information, or any vog ve tiubber

,.

.

0

entered in tolumn labeled "Number of objectives hat include-a.:

logical statement of expected behavior to, an acceptable standard"

(Item 7, Column B). Included in this latter criterion were(a) a

statement of observable behavior; (b) a statement ofspecific criteria

-by:which student would be judged tohave met/not met that objective;

and (c) reasonably logical internal consistency between statements.

"a" and "b." (It should be noted that evaluation criteria listed

anywhere in .the IEPwere. considered to be a part of the related

short-term objectives.)

9) ' Proposed 'evaluation procedures: in item circled in the question

.regarding

. procedute

tained in

evaluation procures (Itei 14) which stated that.. the

wes (a) clear from the short-term objectives; (b)

a precise statement of how the evaluation (of the shorf-

telm objectives listed fa the IEP) should be conducted; or (c) in-

ferred from unclear statements of how the evaluation (of short-term

objectives listed in .the IEP) should be codduted, or from unclear

'short-term objectives. (An example of an unclear statement or

unclear objective is "win learn multiplication tables:I. While it'
is not'c'4.4to an impartial observer exactly what proceduie will be

fused to determine whether.or not the objective has been met,, there

is same reason to belieVe that an appropriate procedure ma be

assumed.)

.10). Proposed,scheLlesIor determindetermining whither instructional objectives

I

are being met: an item in the queitioncodcerning evalbation schedules

(tens is) Which states .hat the schedule was (a) ipecilically
A

-

stated at Being 0.e schedule; (b) implied from the short -,h

objective; or (c) ir;Aied from beginiing-of-trearment sand
,. .

end- -of- treatment datet. :
.

.

._
..

.
.

Afidranees. of at least an annual evaluation: ,ari item circled in the
. .

questionregat4ing.ab andual evallAtion (Item 16) which Stated .that:

(a) all "of the shay term objectives' appear to equire at leastao.
.

annual evaluation o (b) some, but not all, of the bhoitAetm objec-

i',:. - .

,-..-. I. times appear to req re at least an annual evaluation.. ..

.,

. ..,:-...

. -

, c

4.. '..
.. %., . .

\

\ . * t .

, f: 1 .s. \ .
...-...- .\ . A
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Table A.1

DISTRIBUTION OF THE NUMBER OF PAGES IN IEPs FOR. REGULAR

, AND MIA SCHObrS FOR' PRIOR AND CURRENT YEARS
pmrdents, with standard errors notell in parenthesesr

.
.

Number
of "Pages

Regular School
4

Special School.

. .

total : .

. Piior
Year

Current
,Year

Prior Current
Year Year ' .

Prior
Year

Current
Year

I.

3

4

5

6

' '7-10

11 or'

greater

10.9'(2:))

23.0 (3!2):

17.2 (44.5)

13.2 (1:9)

9.0 (1..5)

9.01(.6):
12,3 (2.)

,

. 5.5 (1.3)

6.3

21.4

16.9

12.5

14.0

7.0

14.5

$.4

4
(1.6)

(2.5).

(2.0)

(1.7)

(2.0

(1.3)

2.$

12.4

13:4

'.9.p

11.11.

L7.5

23.9

18.9

(2.2)

(4.9)

(8.8)

(3.3)

(4.1.)

(378)_'.

(4.7)

(5.7)

2.7

15.2

16.9

7.8

11.0

6.3.

23.7

18.8

(2.1)

(6.1.)

"(2.0)

(3.9)

(4.2)

(3.41)_
(546,

v
(4.9),

410.4 (1..9)

22.4 (4.9).

17.0 (2.4)

13:0-(1.7)

9.1. (1.5)

8.9(1:6).

12.9 (2.3)

.

6.3 (1:3)

6.1. (1..5)

21.1 (2.4)

k6.8 (1.9)

12.3 (1..6)

13.8 (11.9)

6.9 (1.2)

14.11(1.7)

9%0 (1.5)

(1.)

(1.5)

-"Mean

number
O.& pages

.

.

'4.5 (0.3) 5.2 (0.3) 7.4

-

-

(1.01 7.2

,

(0.7)

sa

.

4.7 (0.3) 5.3 (0.3)
-

DISTRIBUTION
BY REGULA14AND
'(In pereenti,

a

Table A.2 J

OF IEPs ACROSS CATEGORIES Of READABILITY,
SPECIAL SCHOOP FpR PRIOR. AND CURRENT. YEARS
with standard eiror noted In wehtheses)

A

4

/ i le- .01 7

. i .

.

lirCatgo.py OtAl.egi ty

'

- ..-

Regular School'

. . A . ..

;Special School '. Total

Prior
4, Year

Current
ye4r

-

. Prior
Year

9

Current. .

Year-

-

ApPri9r,
Year

4

Current
Year

.

... .
. #.

t .. LEP, Typed and ''

Legible

.e. IEP Han4writted
But' tessLtd Reid. .

3.. IEPHandwri tten and
Dif icul to Read

* 1

4..

A

.20.
(2.6)

..-t

71.9
(2.51

2.3
(0.8)'

. .-.

17.0

S2A5)

NI:.
81.2

o (246)

1..5

(,0.9)

.

15.).-
e.(5^.7)

ItOfS.-

iffs.0)'

4.4
(2..4)

14

4.4
(6.7

7 .8

(6%5)

.,

. )

.

20.5
(2.5)

A

76.2

(2.4" .
4*

.

4'

t

17.5

(2.8),

.
80.8

(2.6)

'4*

1.5

(0.0'.
t -

i-
. . lit .. 4-

.

p.. .0

4. A.3" .-

4 ' ft), 1-

,

4.

A

.4; .

1.

1/4,
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Table A.3

PROPORTION OF IEPs CONTAINING HEADINGS, BY REGULAR AND SPECIA-
SCHOOLS.FOR,PRIOR AND GURRENT YEARS

(In percents, with standard errors riotidin,parqatheses)

Student's strengths

,Headings for:

.

4
.

student's special AP

interesi .

. .

Student's school,.
_attendance recdrd

..i
.

. 41 4'

riaCestent,recommendativis
a . ,
services (special 'id
mrelAted) to be provided-,

RatiOne4 for placement
og.servixeS

Regular School

Prior Current
Yeaz Year'

1.8

(0.9) '127

1.6 4.Q

(0.7) (1,8)

61.0 62.9
0.9) ,(4.2)

70.8 76.5

(3.5) (3.4)

18.7 20.0

(3.0) ,(31)-

Special School

Prio Current
Year. Year

lk
N, Total

Prior Current
Year Year

Student's age'On
-

'/7.]: :7.49!4 *85.7 .92.7 ' 77.5 80.1
birthdate (3.3) (2.9) (4.4) (3.2) 1(3.2) (2.8)

.Student's grade level 57.3 59.2' ( 56.0 60.5' 57.3 59.2
.

(3%8) (4.0) (8.4) '(8.3) . '(3.8) (4.0)

4
Student's sex 1.13.6 14.2 16.7,. 18..9 .13.8 14.5

(3.7) (3:9) (5:7) (6.6) (3.6) (3.9)
-..

.

Student"s race 2.2 7.8 6.8 14.2 2.5 8.1
1

(1.0) (3.1) (4.1) (5..0) (1.1) (321)

Present,levei)of 86.5 - 87.1 87.1 90.7 86.5 87.3
,performance (2:3, (2.3) (5.1 ) (4.1) (2.3) (2.6)

AssesJpeab data to 31.3 39.1 19.4 32.9 30.7 38.7
suppoiLpresent level (3.4) (..0, .(5.2) (6.6) (3.2) (CO)
of pyrformance

)

.

Date of th'e assessment 17.8 22.5 '12.8 111.9 17.5 22.1.

of present level of (2.5) (3.1) (3.0) (5.2)' (2.4) (3.0)

gelformance .

... 7 -...\
t

N tote ofVqudent's 23.8 26.9 ' 25.5 31.5 23.9 27.1

alAcap .. (4.2) (4.6) (6.7) (6.9) (4.1) (4:5)
.,

22.7 ' 2.3.1-

(3.3) (3.4)

20.0 18.0 22.6 22.8

(56) (5.3) ,(3.3) (3.3)

2.7 2.7 1.4 1.9

<2.0) ..,(2.0) (1.2)

0.9 A.9' 1.6 4.3

40.5) (6.1) (0.6) (1.9)

67.4 .73.9 61,3 63.5
(8.1) (7.2) C3.8) (4.1)

79.8. 89.1 71.2 77.1

(5.8). . (4 1). (3.4) (3.3)

16.7 24.2 18.6 .Z0.2

(6.3) ' (5;6) .,1:-..(2.9) (3.0)

k.4

- continued -



Table A.3 (continued)

Headinks for

.Regular School Special School. Total

Prior Current
Year Year

Pesonnel responaible
for services

Date services to begin

Anticipated duration of
services,

Recommended extent of
participation in regular

program

Date of preparation
of 'IEP

Participants in IEP
process :

Signatures of individuals
approving the IEP

Titles of individual'
approving the IEP

62.2
'.(4.3)

80.4

67.9
(4.0)

85.9
(2.8) (2.5)

71.9 75.0

(3.4)' (3.7).

63.9 74.8

(3.7) (3.8)

0
81.0
(2.8)

81.1

.(2.8)

78.2 0:6
(3,2)

55.5.
.(3.8)

(3.1)

60.6
(4.2)

68.4 73.8

(3.7) (3.6)

Parental approval ) 62.3
. ,(3.3)

Aangal goals 87-8

(2.3),

Priority listing of

sr .

75.7
(3.4)

92:2
(2.1)

18.7 16.5

annual goals (2.8) (3.0)

Short-term objectives '82.4 91.3

(2.5) (2.0)

Recommended instructional 63.0 60.1

materials, resources, or (3.7) (3:7)
techniques

Proposed evaluation
criteriat

Proposed evaluation
procedu);e'

43.9 54.8

(4.1) (1.6)

36.0 36:0

(4.1) (4.1)

Prior
Year

Current
. Tear

6,41.5

($.0)

8017

(5.8)

65.1
(6.7)

86.6

(5.3)

76.2 91.4
(7.1) (3.9)

64.4 .74.0

(8.6) (6.7)
,

86.1 94.2
(4,3) (2.6)

82.0 90.8

(5.6) (3.4)
af,

43.5 49.0

(6.5) (7.7)

75.4 814
(5.3) (5.9)

74.8 81.1

(4.8) (4.8)

86.3 95.3

(4:2) (2.6)

15-.1 11.6
'(4.6) (4.0)

86.9 90.9
(6.1) (4.2)

-66.2 47.0
It

(8.3) (8.0)

35.4 38.7..
(64.8) (7.6)

41.A. .36.1

(8.0) (6.9).

Prfqr Current
Year Year

62.3 ,4.7 -

(4.3) 4.0)

80.5 85.9
(2.8) (2.5)

72.1 75.8

(3.4) (3:6)

13.

63.9 74.7

(3.6) (3.7)

81.2 81.8

(2.7) (2.7)

78.4. . 84.9'

(3.1) ' (3.0)

54.9 66.0
(3.7) (4.1)

68.7 74.1/
(3.6) (3.5)

63.0 76.0

(3.2) c(3.3)

87.7 92.3.

(2.3) (2.0)

18.5 16.3

(2.7) (2.9)

82.6 91.3

(2.4) (1.9)

63.2' 59.4

(3.7) (3.1)

43.5 54.0

114.0) (3.6)

36.3 36.0
(4.1) . '(4.0)

r A5, '94

continued -



Table A.3 (continued)

r

o.

Regular School

.

Special School

.

Tdal

Prior ClArrent Prior Current Prioer Current
Headings for: Year Year Year ' Year Year Year

- Nr
Proposed evaluation 24:3 26.6 25.9 27.5 24.4 26.6
schedule 0(3) . ('3.7) (5.7) (7.6) (3.2) (3.7)

Proposed IEP review 46.7- 48.7 56.3 53.9 47.2 49.0
,date (4.1) (4.2) (8..0) (7.0) (4.0) (4.2)

innual IEP review date 9.3 11.1 , 5.4 2.8 91 10.6

(2.5) (1.9) ,(3.6) (1.5) (2.) (-1.9)

Resu is of IEP review
It

6.2 10.9 1.7 3.1 . 6.0 10.5

,....., (2.0) (2.2) (1.1) (1.8) (1.9) (2.1)

Participants in IEP 4.2' 9.5 1.6 2.8 4.0 9.2

review (1.1),' (2.0) (1.1 (1.5) (1.1) (1.9)

Other 22.9 38.7 33.9 39.3 23.4 :4271'

1)
i

(4.1) (4.21, (8,1) ..(7..0) (4.1) g( l)

Date short-term 24.9 .24.6 43.9 32p 25.8- . 25:0
objectives met A . (3.4),,H., (3.8) (7.4) (6.5);- (3.4) (3'.7)

Rdsults of parent 11.5 9.0' 16.1. 18.7 11.7 9.5

notification (2.4) (2.1). '. (5.4)- (6.7) (2.4) (2.2)

Student's primary 7.9 ' 7.2 7.2 .10.2 7.9 7.3

language (3.1) (3.6) (4.5) (5.0) '(3.2) (3.6)

Physical education need 12.9 11.8 23.5 .13.5 ' 13.4 11.9
(2.5) (2.5) '47.4) A5.0) (2.5) , (2.4)

Modification of 0.6 0.8 . 0.7 1.4 0.6 0.8
graduation standards 10.4) (0.6), (0.7) (1.4) (0.5) 0.6)

.

,

.

I

rt.

e
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Table A.4

.DISTRIBUT,WN OF IEPs THAT LIMITED THE SPACE FOR ANNUAL GOALS OR
FOR SHORMERM-OBJECTIVES, BY REGULAR AND SPECIAL SCHOOLS

FOR PRIOR AND CURRENTYEARS
,(In percents% with standard errors doted in parentheses)

Formats That
Limited The:

. Regular School Special School Totil

Prior
Year

Current
Year

Prior-

Year

Current
Year

Prior
Year

Curreht
Year

Number of'Ainual
Goals

Number of Short-
Term Objectives

.

65.5 .

(3.5)

47.7
(3'.6)

67.4

(3.5)

39.8
(3.8)

61.3

(7.7)

33.7
(7.4)

.

65.1

(7.3)

28.4
(7.0)

65.2

(3:5)

46.1,

(3.5)

67.1
(3.4)

.39.2

(3.1)

.

Table A.5

-.IEP FORMAT AS RELATED TO PARENTAL APPROVAL,
FOR PRIOR AND CURRENT YEARS

(In percents, with standard errorsnoted in parentheses)

ForRat Classifications Prior Year Current Year ,
.

.

Approval (or disapproval) would have been
for the entire IEP

Approval' (or disapproval) would have beta
for annual goals but not for short-term
objectigms .

Approval (or disapproval) would have been
for part but not all of the short-term
objectives

.

.

Approval (or disapproval) would have been
for services tobe provided but not for
annual goals or short-term objectives

.

Approval (or disapproval) would have been
for some portion of the IEP, but could not
determine' what would' have been approved'

Nti place for approlAl ox disapproval was
provided - ,

1

.

.

.

45.4

4.5

5.6

,
.

7.6

,

241

32.4.

(3.7)

,

(1.6)

2.0).
.

.

(1:8)

(0.7)

.

(3.2)

,

46.4
.

,

11.5

4.5

10.4

. .

1.7

25.4
.

(4.1)

.

(2.1)

(1.2)

C2.6)

(0.6)

(3.2),

A.-7



I

Table A.6

I

DISTRIBUTION OFIEPs WITH INFORMATION MANDATED BY.P.L. 94-142,
BY REGULAR AND SPECIAL SCHOOLS 'FOR PRIOR AND CURRERT YEARS
(In percents, with standard errors noted in parentheses)

.
_

Mandated
'Information Areas

Regular School Special School Total

Prior
Year

Current
Year

Prior Current
_Year Year

Prior/ Current
Year Year

Statement of the present
level of educational
performance .,

Statement of annual
goals ,

Short-term objectives

Statement of pecific,
educationa services
to be proV ded

'Statement of the extent
to which child will be
able to participate in
regular educational

. .

programs .

Projected date for
initiation of specific
services *

.

Anticipated duration
of specific services'

'Proposed evaluation
criteria

Proposed evaluation
procedures(2.0)
Proposed Achedules for
determining,Ohet& N.

instructional objet-
tivei are being met

Assurances of at least
an an niol evaluation

88.0

.U.1)

87.

,

6

(2.3) .
k,

83.4
(2.4)*

97.0

(LI).

56.8
(3.5)

99.0
(0.4)

91.4
(1.8)

55.8

(3.5)

83.1
(2.4)

.

79.1
(2.6)

78.9
.(2.6)

88.0
(2.4)

1.2..1

--

(2.1)

90.1
(2.0)

97.9

(1.0)

:

; ,60.6

'40.3)

99.7
(0.2> s'

94.7
(1.6)

64.7

. (3.1)

'0.1 .

_87.2

(2.3)

187.3

(2.3)

86.1 85.6 ,

(5,3) (4.9)

85.3 92.9

(4.3) (3.3) 1

85.8 89.1
(6.2) 4(4.8)

.

97.2 100.0
(2.2) (0.0)

&

48.1 53.8
(6.0---\(6.7)

1 \\
......y.

98,9 98.0

(0.5) (2.0)
.

93.1. 93.3
(4.6) (3.4)

64.5. 51.7

. (8.0) (8.1)

85.8 89.1
(6.2)... (4.8)

83.6 B6:3
(6.4) (5.5)

84.3 84.9 .

(6.2) (5.6)

87.9

(2.1)

87.5
(2.3).

83.6
(2.3)

97.0
(1.0)

.

56.4

(3,5)

.

99.0 .

(0.4)

.

91.5
(1.8)

56.3
(3.5)

83.2
(2.4)

79.3
(2.6)

,

79.1
(2.

87.9

(2.3)

92.2
(.0)

90.1
(1.0.

f,..,

1 98.0
(1.0)

f 'I

60.3
(3.2)..

99.6
(0.2)

94.6
(1.5)

64.0
(3.6)

90.1
(1.9 )

87.1
(2.2),

87.2
(2.2)

iv O
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10. Table A.7

DISTRIBUTION OFIEPs BY NUMBER OF MANDATED'AREAS'FOR WHICH IET
CONTAINED INFORMATION, BY REGULAR AND SPECIAL SCHOOLS

FOR PRIOR AND CURRENT YEARS
(In percents, with standard errors noted in parentheses)

- -

Number of Mandated
Information Areas:

Regular School
kt

Special S4tool

.

Total

Priliar Currmt
Yea Year

Illb-

Prior
Year

Current t

Year
Prior
Year

Current
Year

I-

All eleden mandated \.,
areas -

Ten mandated areas

Nine mandated areas
.

Eight mandated a rda a 1,,

4

Seven mandate.Okarias

v ,

-Six mandated areas

Five mandated areas
.

Four mandated areas

Thiee mandaeed areas

Two- mandated areas
'

One m4ndated area
.. ;

,

.

30.0 35.0 - .

(3.1)

29.4 = 33.6

(2.8) (2.7) .

15.7 _ 16.1'

(2.1) (2'5)

. .t..

13.9 ' 3.3,....-

"(1' .1): . (An).0

2.6 ...2,0\%.

(0.9) . (1.0). '

J! a*
3.85-- 2.4 ,

(I0)-1 0).9-
i ''

2'. 4/ 5 ..0

(2.Q) 1.4

2.9 -.0.

(0.9) (0.2)

1:8 ,1.1

(0.8) - (0.5)

1.0 1.1

(0.5) . (0,8)

0.1 , 0.0

(0:1) . .(0.0)

31.0-
(6.8)

, 4
28.4

(4.4)

18.5.

(4.0)

4:4 '.

(2.2).

5.6

( 3..2 ) .

.0.0

..(0.0

6 0 .

(3.9)

3-1

e2.4)

,..

0.8
(Q.6)

0.0

.(0..0)

2r2

(2.2) ',

24.5
(5.8)

40.7
(5.7).

161
- (4.7)-
4.

1.9

(1.7)

3.4
(2.4)

'12.8

(1',5)

7:7 c
(1..4)

0.9

(0.9)'

,14.0

(1.0)

1:0
'(1:0)

IP' 0.0

(O 'O)

30,1

(3.0)'

'29.3 .

. (2.7)

15.8
(2.0) °

4.0
(1.1)

.2.7

(0.9)

3.6

(0.9)

8.5. ,

('1.9)..

2.1'

(0.9)

1.8.

:!(0.8)
-

04,9

(0.5)

2 1.0.2

(0.1). '

34.5

'(2A)

34.6

(2.6)

16:1
(2.4)

3:2
(1.0)

2.4 '
(1.0)

2.4

-(0.7)

5,1
(1.4).

.*.5
0.2)

1.0
(0.5)

. .

J.1
(0.8)

: 0.0
(0.0).

_ 4t

a

.
:,-

- .
a 0%.

;

II,

a

." . .;41



Table A.8

DISTRIBUTION OF IEPs BY DEGREE OF SPECIFICITY OF THE STATEMENT OF
BEGINNING DATES OF SERVICEAS-CONTAINEDIIN IEPs, BY REGULAR AND

SPECIAL SCHOOLS. FOR PRIOR AND CURRENT YEARS
(In percents, with- standard errors noted in parentheses)

,

Statement of Beginning
Date of SerVice

Regular School .Special School Total

Prior
Year

Current
Year

Prior
Year

Curient
Year

Prior

Year

Current
Year

;
Was specifically stated'

. ,

;Could' be inferred frbm

dates given for goals .

or objectives

Had to be inferred froml

_date IEP was prepated

There was insufficient
information'upon.which
to base an inference

52.2
(4.0)

,

:119.3

(2.4)

25.5
(3.2)

1.0
(0:4)

62.8
(3.8).

20.5
(2.8)

'16.5
(2.6)

0.3
(0.2)

55,5
(8.3)

26.0
(65)

17.5
(7.0)

,

1.1

(0.5)

66.2
(7:1)

.

'15.3

'(3.7)

16.4
(5.2.)

2.0
(2,0)

54.2
(3.9)

19.6
(2.4)

25.1
e.2)

.

1.0
(0.4)

620
(3.7)

20:3
(2.7),

16.5
(2.5)

0.4
(0.2)

. SI t Table A.9

DISTRIBUTION OF IEPs BY DEGREE OF SPECIFICITY OF THE STATEMENT OF
THE EVALUATION PRQCEDURE FOR THE SHORT-TERM OBJECTIVES, BY REGULAR AND

SPECIALSCHOOLS FOR moo AND CURRENT YEARS
'(In percents,with standard efrors noted in paregitheses)

w .

Regular School Special School -Total

Statement of the
Evaluation Schedule

Prior
Year

Cutrent
Year

Prior
Year

Current
Year

Prior

Year

Current

',Teat

Procedure wis cleai from
the short-term objectives

Procedure was a precise
staement of how the evil-t
cation should be conducted

Procedure had to be
inferred from,unclear
statements or 'unclear
short-term objectives

Procedure could not be '-

inferred because it was
not stated end IEP had
no short-term objectives

.

27.1
(3.0)

4.0
(1.2)

'

59.4
(3.5)

95
(1.9)

34.17

(3.3)

7.1'

(2.1)

53.0
(3.)

, 5.9
(1.6)

. 37.8
(614)

9.3
(5.1

46.9
, (7.0)

.

5.9
(4.4).

.

27.2

(6.7)

7.8
(4.0)

.

,57.8-

(7.9) -'..,

7.2

(3.6)'

27.6
42.9)

4.3

(1.2)

.

58.8.
(3.4)

9.3
(1.8)

.

33..7

(3.2),

7.1
(2:0

53.2
(3.2)

.

3149

(1.6)

A.10 -
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Table A.,10

DISTRIBUTION OF Ps BY DEGREE OSPECIFICITY OF STATEMENT OF THE
EVALUATION pc um FOR EVALUATING SHORT-TERM OBJECTIVES, BY

REGULAR AND SPECIAL SCHOOLS FOR PRIOR AND CURRENT YEARS' '

(I,n percents, with stangard errors noted in parentheses)

.
.

Statement Best Describing
Evaluation Schedulle

'Regular School ' Special School
r

'Total;

Prior
Year

Curredt
Year

Prior
Year

Current
Year

Prior Current
Year Year

..
,.*.

.

Scheduli, was specifically
stated as being the
evaluation schedule

,

Schedule could be
inferied from short- 't

term - objectives ,

__V
Schedule had to be

.

inferred from the
beginning-of-treatment
and end:of-treatment
dates .

Schedule was neittier
stated nor implied

11.2
(2.5)

.

33.2
(2.9)

-

'

34.7

(2.8)

20.9
(2.6)

.

14.9

(3.0)

38.0

(3'.6)

34.3
(3.2)

12.8

(2.3)

12.7 .

'(3.7)

50.6

(7.5)

20.3
(4.9)

16.4

(6.4)

10.7
(4.3)

.

44.6

(7.6)

,

30.0.

, (7.6)

-14.7

(5.5)

ir

-

11.3
(2.5)

34.1

(2.9)

34.0 -

(2e7)
-.

20.7

I

(2.6)

*

4,,

14.7

c2.9)

38.3
(3.5)

34.1'

(3.2)

12.9
(2.2)

.

Ay

A.11

,a

6.
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Table A.11 .

'I

DISTRIBUTION OF,IEPs.BY DEGREE TO WHICH IEP INDICATED THAT AN
ANNUAL EVALUATION OF SHORT-TERM OBJECTIVES WAS REQUIRED, BY

REGULAR AND SPECiOL'SCHOOLS FOR PRIOR AND CURRENT YEARS
(In percents, With standard errors noted in parentheses)*

-

Regular School

...NIL.

Special School Total
e"

Statement of Annual
Evaluation of

Short-Term Objectives
'Prior

Year
Current
Year'

Prior
Year

Current
Year

Prior
Year

Currept
Year

.

All of the short -text

objectives appeared to
require at least an
annual evaluation

Some but not all of the
short -term objectives
appeared to require at
least an annual evaldation

None of the short-term
pbjlctives required at
least an annual evaluation

Such information was not
given and could .not be
i9ferred . .

78.8

(2.7)

0.1
(0.1)

0.2 ...,

(0.0)

26:8
(2.6)

87.3

(2.3)

.

0.1 .

.(Ora.)

.

0.1

'.(0.1)

12.6
(2.3)

.

82.4

(6.4)4

.

1.8

(1.4) ".

0.0
(0.0)

15.7

(6.2)

83.2
(5.6)

1,7
(1.2)

6.4
(0.4)

14.7

(5.5)

.

79.0

(2.6)

0.2

(0.2)

0.2

(0.0)

.

20.6
(2.6)

..,

87.1

(2.1)

0.1.
(0.1)

/

6.1
(0.1)

1.

.

12.7
(2.2)

, .

..,

.

6

r

,

t
(

Y

o.

.
a.

I

A.12
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Table A.12

PROPORTION OF IEPs WITH HEADINGS CONTAINING INFORMATION,
.REGULAR AND SPECIAL SCHOOLS FOR PRIOR AND CURRENT YEARS
(InPercents, with ttaqdard errOrsnoted in'parentheses)

Data Entered Under
Headings for:

Regular SchoOl Special School Total
Prior
Year.

Current.,
Year

Prior Current
Year Year

Prior
Year

Current
Year

Student's age or
birthdate

Student's grade level

t 4

Student's sex -

.4.
.

Student's race 2

Assessment data to
support ptesent-level
of performance. -

Date of the assessment
of present level of
performance

Nature of student's
handicap" L.

Student's strengths

Student's special
interests

.

Student's school de'0
attendance record -

4
.

Placement recommendations'

. '

Services (special or
related) to be provided

Rationale for placement
or services ,

. .

Personnel responsible
for services ..

73.7

(3.3)

:54.2

(3.8)

13.6

(3.7)

2.2 ,

.(1.9),

26.5

(3.0)

15.5

(2.3)

22.5
(4.0)

18.5

(2.7)

0.8 o

(0.4)

0.8

(0.3)

55.8
(4.0)

.

61.3
(4.1)

16.1

(4.3)

57.5
*(4.3)

76.6 ,

(2.8)'

55.7
(3.9),

13.7

3.9).

7:8
(3.1)

31.5 .

(3.5)

19.2

(2.7)

26.1

(4.5) .

18.8

(2.8)

4
,r

1.3

(1:1)

2.0

(0,.8)

58.7
(4.3)

6
-

65.5

(4.0)

18.3
(4.0)

61.5
(4.0) ,

80.3 89.2
(5.5) (3.5)

4.
42.7 . 53.4
(8.0). (0.3)

13.5 I` 17.8
"(5.2). (6.2)

'5.6 10.9

(3.6) (3.9

16.9 21.8
(5.0) (6.6) 6)

/

10.2 8..5,

(3%9)- (3.6)
- ,

23.1 s' 50.3
(7.2) ..(6.6)"

18.4 s- 170
(5.4).0 (5.1)

I

2.1 2.7
(2.0). (2.0)

0.4 2.7:'

(0.4) (2.6)'

, It

64.5 67.3

(7. (7.7)

, 65.7 69.9
(7.3) (6,1)

16.7 6_24
(CO) . (7.3)

-59.5 56.7 '

(8:0) :4 (7.3)

70.2
(3.2)

,

53.6
(3.8)

13.6
(3.5)

2.4'

(1.1)

26.0
.(2.9)

15.3
,(2.3)

e
".., 22.5

(4,0)

"16.5

(2.7)

0.9

(0:4)

0.8
(0..3)

'. 56.2
(j.9)

"

,

. - .

.

61.5, ',

(4.0)
. A

, 16:2::-

'(4.2)

57.5
-0.1)

77.2'
(2.7)

55.6
(3.N

13.9
(3.8)

.9
"(3.1)

31.0
<3.4)

18.7
(2.6)

26.3
(4%4)

18.7

(2.7)

1.4

(1.1),

2.1
(0.8)

59.1'
(4.2)

65.7

(3.9)
'

8'.3
49)
61:3,

(3:1),

.7 4 :A.131'

- continued -
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table A.12(continued)

90

:Headings.for: '

Regular School Special School
. .

Total -

Prior
Year

Current
Year

Prihr

Year
Current
Year

- Prior

Year
Current
Yeai

Date of preparation
of .IEP

Participanti in IEP .

process

Signatures of individuals
approving the IEP

. ,

Titles of individuals
approving the IEP .

Parental approval

,.Prioilty listing of ''.

annual goals.

Recommended instructional
materials, resources, or
techniques

Proposed IEP review
date ...-

, .

Actual IEP review date

Results of IEP review'

Participants in IEP )

review
,

Date short-term
objectives met.

.

Results.of parent
notification

Student's 'primary
language '.

ihysical education need
.

Modification of
graduation standards

75.8.

(3.0)

72.3
(3.2)

,48.3

(3%7)

64.0
(3.7)

47:2
(3.5)

17.4
(2.7)

55.2
'(3.8)

35.5
(3.4).

7.3

(2,1)

.0

.5)

4.0

(1.1)

15.3

(2.4)

10.0
(2.2)

6.8
(2.5)

8.8
(2.2)

0.2
.(0.2)

.

7.3.3 .

A2.9)

81.3
(3.3)

56.0
(4.4)

71.1
(3.7)

58.5
(3.3)

15 :2

(2.8)

54.6
(3.8)

35.2
(3.6)

8.7

(1.6)

7 . 8

(1.8)

5.7
(1.5)

I

12.0

(2.2)

8.2
(2.0)

.2

.1)

-

9.2

(1.9)'

0.4
(0.3)

70.7

(5.4)

80.1
(5:8)

42.3
(6.7).

73.2
(5.5)

65.2
(6.2)

13.2
(4.3)

53.3
p.2)

48.6
(a...2)

3.5

(2.1)

1.7.

(1.1)

1.6

(1.1)

29.7

(6.:5)

13

(5'2)

,..

419
(4,0)

;

2l:4
(7't2)

Oj
(0..

.

9

)

86.9
(4.8)

84.2
(5.24

...
46.4
(8.2)

72.4 -

'(6.6)

56.9
(7.3)

10.8'
(3.8)

40.7
(7.9)

42.a,

(7.01))

2.8

(1.5)

0.7
(0.5)

2.8

(1.5)

20.2
(5.9)
R.

14.2

(6.4)

10.2.

(5.0)

10.4

(4.3)

0.0

(0.0)

75.5
(2.9)

72.7
(3.1)

47.9
(3.7)

64.5
(3.6)

48.1
(3.4)'

1?.2
(2.6)

55..1

(3.7)

-36.2
.(3.4)

7.1

(2.0)
4

, 4.9
(1.5)

-

9

3.8

(1.1)

'.16.1

(2.3)

10.2
(2.1)

6.7

(2.5)

9.4
(2.2)

. 0.2
'(0.2)

;

'

74.0
1(2.8)

81.4
(3.2)

55.8
(4.3)

.

71.2
(3.6)

58.4
(3.3)

15.0
(2.8)

51.9.

(3.8)

35.6
(3.5)'

8.4
(1.6)

7.5.

(1.7)

).

.6

01.5')
4

12.4

(2.1)

8.5
(2.0)

.

6.4
(a.1)

9.2
(1.9)

0.3

.

.3)
9,

A. I4



Table A.13
*.

TYPES OF PERSONS. WHO PARTICIPATED IN THE IEP PROCESS, BY REGULAR
SCHOOL AND SPECIAL SCHOOL FOR PRIOR AND AURRENT YEAR

(In percents, with standard errors noted in parentheses)

t

t
. --

i"

,
.

Classification of Participants 4

:trger-/
of

E!:w,
h Perso

:s1c:tec,'a;"6IartiCI4,t;Yearad l4efSchool
6

Regular School Special School Total
Prior Curreqt
Year Year

Prior Current
Year Year

Prior Current
Year Year

:

Category 1:' Teachersand Therapists. -

13.0 (2.4) 15.6 (2.0)
25.1 (2.9) 31.2 (3.2)'14.5
3.7 (1.0) .6.0 (1.4)

17.6 (2.5) 18.0 (2.4)
,0.0 (0.0) 0.1 (0.1)
.5 (0.31 1.1 (0.5)
0.6'(0.3) 0.6 (0.6)

32.8 (3.2) 35.9 (3.7)
67.5 (3.6) 76.1 (3.0)

12.9 (5.7) 6.7 (2.8)

(5.2) 11.7 (5.3)

3.0 (2.0) 1.2 (0.8)

17.6. (5.4) 13.Q (4.2)

6.2 (2.6) 4.4 (2.5)

1.7 (1.7) 1.1 (0.0
4.7 (4.6) 5.8 (3.2)

41.5 (7.4) 53.8 (6.4)
67.6 (6.6) 7Z..9,(5.8)

13.0 (2.3) 15.1 (1.9)
24.6. (2.8) 30.3 (3.1)
3.7 (0:9) 5.7 (1.3)

17.6 (2.4) 17.7 (2.2)
0.3 (3.1) 0.4 (0.2)
0.6 (0.3) 1.1 (0.5)
0.8 (0.5) 0.9 (0.6)

33.2 (3.1) 36.8 (3.6)
67.5 (3.5) 76.0 (2.9)

41)ne or more regular classroom teachers
One sPecial education teacher . .

Two or more special educat4en'teachers
Speech or language therapists
PhysiCal or 6ceupational ,therapist(s)
Other therapiv(s)
Physical education tiadher(s) .

One of the.aeove, but cant tell which
At least one of the above,' 6

I

.

.
,

Category 2: kdministrative Representatives.

17.7 (2.6) 19.4 (2.9)
28.6 (3.2).36.2 (3.8)
5.8 (1.5) 6.5 (2.2)

10.4 (2.3) 14.7 (3.0)
2:2 (0.9) 1.1 (0.6)

50.7,(3.9) 58.5 (3.7)

14.4 (5.0) 21.5 9)5.

37.5 (7.5) 34.8. 6:0)

0.6 (0.6) 0.$, 0.4)
16.7 (5.0) 19:8i 5.6)
4.3 (2\5) 2.1(1.8),

1158.8 (7.8) 58. 7.3)
F.

.

17.5 (2.5) 19.5 (2.8)
29.1 (3.1) 36.1 '0.7)
5.5 (1.5) 6.2 (2.1)
10.7 (2.2) 14.9 (3.0)
2.3 (0.9) '1.1 (0.6)

51.1 (3.9) 58.5 (3.6)

..,

LcA,Representativels)
principals)

-` '

Principal or assistant principals)
School representatfve(s) . .

Case manager(s), chairperson . '

.

.Supervisor
.

.

At least one of the above _

Category 3:. Will& Personnel.

14.1(2.6) 14.3 (2.9)
8.5 (f.8) 11.0 (1.9)
2.6 (6.8) 2.7 (0.8)
5.9 (1.6) 6.3 (2.8)
24.3 (3.2) 25.9 (3.6)

v .

10.3 (4.0Y . (4.3)

6.3 (3.7) 2 (1.4)

4.0 (2.6) 0 (0.0)

9.7 (3.7) 7,, (4.5)

21.2 (4.5) li.1) (5.0)

-

13.9. (2.5) 14.0 (2.9)b

8.4 (1.7) 10.4 .0.8)
2.7 (0.8) 2.5 (0.7)
6.1 (1.6) 6.4.(2.8)

24.1 (3.0) 25.3 (3.5)

, ..-. .

.

,

School psycholoiist or oychometz,:fstli)..
Counselor(s)

. .

Social worker(s) , f

.

Nurse ''.' 1 . c . . .,, ,

At least one.ofsiheabolte .
..

_
.

. .

', - ,.

10.4°1

.
- continued -
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Table A.13 (continued)

0

. ..---...--

.
-

. ,

Classification of Participants

)
(/ Percent!' of litPs with Peric;;Is Indi6ted

as Being Participants, by Year and Type of School

*Regular School Special School Total
.

Current

Year
Prior
Year

Current
Year

Prior
Year

Curreht
Year

Prior
Year

'Category 4: Parents
..

-

52.4 (306)

-

63.8 (3.3)

.

69.8 (5.9)
.

63.9 (7.1) 53.2 (3.5) 63.8 (3.3)

.

Parent(s), guardian(s), or surrogate(s)

Category 5:, Student
1,

1.0 (0.4) 2.4 (0.6)

.

1.5 (1.4) 1.0 (0,7) 1.0 (0.4) 2.3 (0.6)
. .

Student

',category 6: . Could Not Classify and Other

14.8 (2.0)

7.2 (1.9)
21.1 (2.5)

16A (2.2)
12.8 (2.5)

27.4 (2.6)

14.1 (4.5)
5.6 (2.2)
18.1 (4.9)

16.3 (4.8)
0.3 (3.2)

22.5,(5.3)

14.7 (2.0)
7.1 (1.8)

20.9 (2.5)

'

16.3 (2.1)
12.6 (2.4)
27.1 (2.6)

Could, not classify-
b/

.4thet

At least one of the above
a

Categifry 7: Mandated Personnef.:

29.0 (3.3)

..

37.5 (3.2)

11'

.

33.8 (6.9) 35.0 (6.4) 29.2 (34) 37.3 (3.1)

. .

IEPs with at least one person frls,
each of categories 1, 2, and 4 -'\

.. .

.Category 8: Categories 1 and 2

41.8 (3.9) 50.0 (3.6) 43.4 (7.7) 48.4 (6.9)

1

41.9 (3.8)

o

49.9 (3.4)
;IEPs with at least. one person from
'ea'ch of citegories 1 anfl 2

a/

° b/

ti

Based on the column estimated total number of students with IEPs, adjusted for nonresponse.

Personnel listed in,IEPs that did not note the title or position of the participant or signer could not be
classified.

.

I

v



Table A.14

TYPES OF PERSONS WHO SIGNED I,EPs,BY REGULAR SCHOOL AND
SPECIAL SCHOOL FOR PRIOR'AND CURRENT YEAR

(In percents, with standard errors noted in parentheses)

. .

.

. . .

. .

.

N Percent-
a/

of IEPs with persods Indicated
as Being Participants, by Yeir and Type Of School
.4

.

Regular School Special School - Total

. Prior Current Prior Current Prior 'Current
Classification of Participants Year 'Year Year Year Year Year

.Category Teachers and Therapistsll:
One or moye regular classroom teachers 7.5 (1.8) 11.7 (2.1) 12.4 (5.6) 6.2 (2.9) 7.7 0.8) 11.5.(2.0)
One special education teacher . 19.8 (2.8) 25.0 (3.2) 12.0 (5.0) 11.0 (5.2) 19.4 (2.7) 24.3 (3.2)
Two or more special education teacher 2.8.(0.8) 4.2 (1.3) 2.0. (1.6) 0.5 (0.6) 2.,8 (0.8) 4.0 (1.2)
Speech or language erapists ' 12.6 (2.2). 12.8 (2.0) 12.5 (5.1) 10.5 (3.9).12.6 OM 12.7 (1:9)
Physical or occupat nal therapis,t(s) 0.0 (0.0) 0.1 (0.1) 2.3 (1.8) 3.6 (2.3) 0.1 (0.1) Q13 (0.2)
Other therapist(s) 0.3(0.3) 1.1 (0.5) 1.7 (1.9) 1.1 (0.8) 0.4 (0.3) .1 (0.5)
Physical education teacher(s) 0.1 (0.1) 0.6 (0.t) 4.7 (4.6) 5.6 (3'.2) 0.4 (0.3) 0.8(0.6)
One of the above, but can't tell which 24.2.(2.9) 25.4 (3.2) 25.7 (6.1) 39.9 (5.5) 24.2 (2.8)'26.1 (3.1)
At least one of the above 49.5 (3.6) 58.6 (4.0) 48.6 (6.7) 57.1 (6.1) 49.5 (3.6) 58.5 (3.9)

Category 2: Administrative Representatives It /
.

LEA Representative(s) -. 15./ (2.4) 17.4*(3.1) 12.2 .(4.8) 18.9 (6.7) 15.5 (2.3) 17.5 (3.0)
Principal or assistant principal(s) 21.2 (2.9) 29.1 (4.0) 25.5 (5.9) 31.4 (6.0) 21.4 (2.8) 29.2 (3,9)
School representative(s) 3.9 (1.3) 6.3 (2.2) 0.0 (0.0) 04.0 (0.0) 3.7 (1.2) 6.0 (2.1)

Case manager(s), chairperson 7.4 (1.8) 11.6`(2.7) 13.8 (4.8) 14.8 (4.9) 7.8 (1.7) 11.8 (2,7)
Supervisor 0.6 (0.4) 0.6 (0.4) 4.3 (2.5) 2,4 (1.8) 0.8 (0.4) 0.7 (0.4)

At least one of the above ..

.-.

38.3 (3.4) 49.6 (4.2) 44.7 (7.9)'53.5 (T.8) 38.6 (3.4) 49.8 (4.0)

Categow 3: Ancillary Personnel

School psycholOgist or psychometrist(s) 11.2 (2.5) 12.0 (3.\06:9 (3.5) 7.6 (4.3) 11.0 (2.5) 11.8 (3.0)
Counselor(s) 6.2 (1.7) '7.4 (1.6) 5.1 (3..4) 0.8 (0.8) 6.1 (1.6) .7.1 (1.5)-.

Social 'worker(s) , 1.8 (0.7) 1.9 (0.7) 2.5(2.4) 0.0 (0.0) 1.9 (0.7) 1.8 (0.6)

Nurse ,

.

51 (1.6) 6.1 (2.8) 8.2 (3.5) 7.5 (4.5) 5.3 (1.6) 6.2 (2.8)
At Least'one of the above 19.0 (3.2)'20.4 (3.6) 16.6 (4.0) 11.9 (4.9) 18.8 (3.1) 20.0 (3.6)

-.continued -
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Table A:14 continued)
- ,

,... 0

1 .

- .

.

' 1 .

,

tlastificaticiq'of Participants

.

af'
.

. Percent-, of IEPs with Persons Indicated
As Being Partic4Eants, by, Year and Ty?e

1

' - .'

of School

Regular School Special'School Total
Current Prior
4Year Year

Current Prior
Year Year

Current Prior
Year Year

1
.

. .

Category 4f_ Parents .

.

.
.

.42

.

44.6 (3.') 57.8 (3.,5)

-

64.8 (6.1)'60.6 (7.2)
1

.

45.6'(3.4) 57.9 (3.4)Pareat(s) guardian(s), or surrogate(s
.)

-0
I.

Category 5: Studtat .
.

0.9 (0. 4) 2.0 (0.6)

f' .

0.0 (OA) 0,5 (0.6)
*

.

0.9 (0.4) 1.9 (0.5)'Student .
?

..

. .

Category 6: Could Not Cla #sify and Other

10.1 (1.7) 13.1.(2.0)
5.7 (1.8) 10.0 (2.3)
14.9. 12.3) 21.5 (2.7)

.

-10.1 (3.8) 15%3 (4.8)
4.8 (2.1) 6.3 (2.6)

14t. (4.2) 18.4 15.2)
-.

.

10.1 (1.7) 13.2 (2.0)
5.6 (1.7) 9.8 (2.2)
14.8 (2.3) 21.3 (2:6)

%
Could trot classify-

b/ .

Other ,
At least One of the above

. '

. .

Catefory-q: Mandated Personnel
.

19.2 (2.7) 27.9 (3.6)

6

-

24.8 (6.8) 24.5 (5.4)

. .

.

27.8 (3.5)19.5 (2.6)
. ,

. . -

IEPs with at leaqt oneperson from
each of categories 4, 2, and 4

* ,

Category 81 Categories 1 and 2.7
.-

.

, 27.7 (8.1) 39.3 (4.2)

.

al

30.0 (7.5) 35.6 (6.7)

.

27,8 (3.1) 39.1 (4.1)
IEPs with at least?one person from
each of categories 1 and,2 '

'.

.,
.

for.a/
Based.on the cillumn 'estimated total number of students with IEPs, adjusted for nonresponse,

-1?:/. Personnel 10-ted in IEPs that did 1106gote Ow title or position' of the participant or signer could not be
.

classified: - s
* *
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Table A.15 4 V.

DISTRIBUTION OF IEPs.CONTAINING VARIOUS COMBIIJATIONS OF NEED STATEMENTS,:
GOALS, AND OBJECTIVES IN,SELECTED ACADEMIC AND FUNCTIONAL, AREAS, , e

BY REGULAR AND SPECIAL SCHOOLS FOR PRIOR, AND CURRENT YEARS ,

(In percents; with standard' errors noted in parintheses)

IL

,

N Academic or
Functional Areas

Combinations-
a/

- .
./

.

Needs, Goals,
' and Objectives

Needs and
goals Only

I

. I

Needs and
t

Objectives Only' .

/

Ne ds/Ooly
Prior
Year

Current
Year

Prior Current
Year -Year

Frior
Year . '

,t-iiirent.

, YeaC J2

.

.Current

Year ..,Year
- -,,

lk
1. Reading or oral

or written '

English

2. Mathematics

3. Social
A adaptation

-14. Self-help skills
..4

5. Physical
education

6. Motor skill's

7. Speech

8. Visual acuity

9. Hearing

10. Vocational/
prevocational

50.0

4419

16.0

24.5

20.8

25.1

47.3

12.7

11.8

14.1

.

(3.6$

(3.4)

(2.8)

(6,9)

(9.8)*

(5.1)

(5.2)

(3.4)*

(3.7)*

(3.6)*

61.7

50.7

18.0

14.1

15.2

20.6

411

14.8

12.0

11.4

(3.3)
.

(3.3)

(3.1)

(4.2)*

(5.4)*

*
(3.7)

(4.6)

,(4.9)*

(3.0*

(3.6)*

.

.

11.2 (2.1)

9.3 (1.7)

11.0 (2.4)

17.3(11:3)*

0,0 (0.0)*

- 6.7 (2.5)*
./14

8.5 (2.5)*

8.1 (2.3)*

8.8(2.4)*

8.6 (3.0)*

5.6

6.3

10.1

1.2

9.0

9.3

6.3

6.6

13.4

2.5

(1.4)

(1:3)

(2,1)

(0.6)*

(6.5)*

(3.5)*

(1.9)*

(5.0)*

(5.9)*

(1.4)*,

7 0

9.4

7.5

5.9

0.3

7.0

37

8.5

6.6

2,8

(1.4)

(1.9)

(1.7)

(3.3)*

(0.3)*

(2.1)*

(1.9)*

(3.1)*

62.5)4. *
. ..:

- .

(1.7)*

5.1

7.0

2.3

2.4

2.6

8.9

8.2

6.8

7.2

1,9

(1.2)

(1.5)

(1.0)*

(1.8)*

(2.0)*

(2,7)*

(3.0)*

(2,7)*

(2.8*

(1,0)*

7.7

13.5.(2.6)

30.2

23.2

.3.

22.

17

408

2718

12,6

:

(1:6

. .
.

(3.2)

(8.1)

(3.3)*

(440)

1 (3.9)

(6.3)

(4.7)

(6.1)*

awe

6.7 (1,2)

:4r7 (1.9),

,.. .

,

24.3 (3.5)

32.1 (6.9)-

6.3 (4,3)*

,..

29.0 (6.0)

7.6 (3,7)

43,6 16.6)
. .- ..

393 (6,1)

14.9 (3.-8)



I

Table A.15 (continded)

,a,

. . 4...

.

.

Academic or
Functional Areas

. , . .
. 4

0 "Combinationst/ .

-1 Goals and . ,

Objectives Only Goals Only
,

' Objectives Only Total 1

Prior . Cufrent
Yeap: Yeai

Piior - Current

4Year ik Year
Prior , Current
Year Year_

'Prior Current
Year . Year ;

. . .

1. Reading °oral
or written .

English

2. Mathematies

3. Social
adaptation

4. Self-help skills

5. Physical ,

education

'de
6. Motor skills

7. Speech

8. Visual acuity
,

9. Hearing

10. Vocational/ f

prevocational

-

12.9'2.5) 15.9 (2.6)

14.2 (2.2) 14.4 (2.5)
v .

a*

14.7 (2'.8) -25.2 (3.7) .

8.8 (3.9)(* 16.4:(5.0)*

J. ''
13.2,(5.0)- 22.5 (8.44t

14,1 (3.5) 12,3 (3.2)*

9.4 (2.9)* 14.8 (3.8)

'5.1 (2.4)* 15:9,(5.0)*

1S.8 (4:4)* '8.1 (3.8)*

21.6 (4.9) 36.9 (4.9)

!

.

5.7 "(i..7) .1.1 (0.4)*

3.2 (1'.3)* 3.6 (1.2)*

.. *

11'.0 (2.0) 9.1 (1.3)

9.7 (6.7)* 12.2' (5.8)*

.i.

21..5 $7.1)- 15.9 (7.2)*

9.4 (1.8)* 8.1 (2.1)*

4.7 (1.9)** 3.4 (1.7)*

17.1(5.6)* 7.9 (3.3)*
, .

14.7 (t3)* :8.1 (2.7)*

0:

20.41%.2) 18;0 (4.2)

.
..

5.'4 (1.3) 3.7 (0.9)*
' a

5.4 (1.3) 5.3.(1.4)

,

9.6 (2.4) 11.0 (2.6)

10.6 (3.6)* 21.7 (5,5)

40.6(10.7) 28.5 (7.2)* .

15.0 (3.9) 11.7 (3.3)*.

9.3 (2.6)* 4.8 (1.2)*

7.7(2.8)*: 4.4 (2.1)*.

15.0 (3.8)* 11.8 (3.6)*

P.

19.9 (6.1) 14.5 (3.5)

to

.

.

100.0 100.,0 .

100.0 100.0-.

0

100.0 100.0

100.0 100.0'

..
N

100.0 100.0
.

100.0 100.0

100.0 100.0 .

100.0 . 100.0

100.0 1100.0.

, ;

' 100.0 100.0

Cell has an estimated samplesize of less than* 25.
a/

Percents for each academic/functional area are based on the estimated number of IEPs with at least one of 'the
tine information items in that area (i.e., a need, goal, or objective). 11 t)
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Additional Information Related to Change from Prior to Current

/ear.in Informativeness and Internal Consistency of IERs ".t

As was discussed in detail in Volume In, an exploratoiy investigation

was undertaken to answer the 'research.question regarding'the informativeness.

and internal consistency of IEPs by viewing the IEPs. from a global

perspective. The particular focus was on the extent to which IEPs

(a)'communicated to teachers, parents, administratorsed other coneernedk,

personnel the pertinent details'of the special education and related services

to be provided, and (b) piesented an interally clpsistent program for meeting

the handicapped student's unique needs. The approach taken to accomplish the

above was to establish four categories or levels of IEPs, each of which

represents a' reasonably distinct level of informativeness and internal

consistency.

41 Following is a brief description of the four levels. (See Volume III,

Chapter 7 for a complete description.)

a) A Level 1 IEP was defined as an incomplete information document.

Its distinguishing feature was that, even when the most generous

assumptions were made,all of the more essential information (e.;.,

an indication of an educational' need, an annual goal, a short-term

, 4
-objective) mandated by Section 602 of the Education for all Handi-

capped Chkldren,Act of 1975 (P.L. 94-142) were not includit

'b) A Level 2 IEP was defined as a minimally infor mative docura*. ,Its`

distinguishing feature was that, when quite generous assumPtio-hs

were made; it did include the more essential information mandated by

the Act. However, a Level 2 IEP (1) contained little if any

pertinent data that are not 'specifically mandated, 'M only

marginally presented the mandated data, and (3) may or may not have

been internally consistent.

c) A LeVel 3 IEP was defined as an informative and internally

consistent document. Its distinguishing features were that it

(1) requirid fewer assumptions to be made regardinitheainclusi9n of

the data mandated by Sectton'602 of the'Act, (2) contained a limited

amount of critical but not mandiked information, and (3) maintained

\some degree of internal consistency in that it included at least one

A.21 11 1(
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r .' instance'. '.of a short-term objective ,that related to an annual goal
. .

St e,

*.thast..t-related to 'tn,
A

area of indicated need.

, A Level 4,,'''ItPitiias* deftned as an exceptionally informative and

internaTly.6anisten0 docMment. It exceeded a Level 3 IEP in that

,.it (1).cpneainpd additional critical
.
but not mandated information,

1':,k
(25 maintained a higher level of internal consistency and

(3) contained a larger number of and more complete short-term

objeCtiyeo:e. .. ---...,

The distribUtion of LEPs, for the prior year and the current year, over
. .

the four informativenes#Yinterdal consistency levels was as portrayed in
. 4

Figure A.1. A distinct improvement in IEPs was noted in that the proportion

of Level 3 IEPs increased by 11 percent while the'combined percents'of Level 1

and Level 2 IEPs' decreased by- about the same amount. While this improvement -

was noted in both regular school and special education school IEPs,-the change

in special school IEPs was not sufficlently large to be statistically
.

significant: As. is shown by the fig re, no parOlculir change occurred in the

proportions of Level 4 IEPs. -

'Two-types of general improvements were noted in IEPs from the prior year

to the current year. First, there was an improvement in the inclusion of

infoimation mandated' by the Act (e.g., preseat-level-of-performance

information, annual goals, short -term objectives, beginning dklie and duration

of service). .Second, there was an improvement. in one measure of internal
4g

consistency; that is, a larder proportion of IEPs included at least one

instance of a short-term-objective that related to an annual goal that related

to an area of indicated need.,

.4

11.

One implication of the'indicated,change is that, while an increased

effort appeared to have been made to meet the requirementt a1 the Act, no

strong 'tendency appeared for exceeding the requirements of the Act by

including educationally important but not mandated infor mation.. This is

indicated by the lack of change in the proportions of Leyel 4 IEPs.

A22

;'



. Level 4

Prior gear: 4i

Current Year: 4%

4

.;

.164 .
"

*4.e,

s.

4.74

a!

Leve1.3

Prior Year: 27%

Current Year: 38%

Level 1

Prior Year: 34%

Current Yeir: 26%

o Level 2

Prior Year: 36%

Current Year: 31%

0.

. Figure A.1. Distribution of IEPs over the Four Levels.!/'12/

11 See Table A.16 for standard errors,.

k/ , Numbers do not equal 100 percent because of ,rounding.

A.23 11 6
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Table A.16
.

DISTRIBUTION OF IEPs BY INFORMATIVENESS /.INTERNAL CONSISTENCY LEVEL,
BY REGULAR AND SPECIALSCHOOL FOR PRIOR YEAR AND CURRENT YEAR
' (In percents, with standard errors noted ig parentheses)

....7.,.

Level

Regular.School

.
Special School

.

Total

Prior
Year

Current
Year

Prior
Year

Current
Year

Prior
Year

Current
Year

1

2'

3

4

33.9 (3.2)

36.5 (2.7)

26.2 (2.4)

3.4 (1.0)*

26.4 (3.1)

31.8 (2.9)

37.5 (3.1)

3 (1.3)*4
04.

32.0 (6.8)

24.9 (6.2)

37.5 (7.8)

5. (3.1)*6

27.1 (6.6)

25.0 (5.6)

44.5 (7.1)

3.4 (2.1)*

33.8 (3.1)

35.9 (2.7)

26.8 (2.4)

3.5 (1.0) ,

26.4 (2.9).

. 1

31.4 (2.7).

37.8 (3.0)

4.3 (1.3)*

Cell has sample size of less than 25.

I
1

a

A.24
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Level 2 Substudy protocol i
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Appendix B

Level 2 Substudy Protocol!'"

Following is the sequence of actions to be taken during each LEA site ?

visit by personnel responsible for collectitig data for the Level 2 Betroipec-
,

tive Longitudinal Substudy.

1) Make pridr contact (Or verify that contact has been made).with

selectedNstates, districts; and schools in accordance with the

procedurel established for the Basic Survey.
P

2) Meet ,with the school district director of special education and
, -

dis tribute the School District Characteristics Questionnaire.

Collect and scan-edit questionnaire before leaving district. NOTE:

Prior to conducting the interviews noted in this activity and in

Activities 3=4 below, read the following to thd interviewee!

This study is authorized.by law. Although you are not

required' to respond, your cooperation is needed to make this

study comprehensive, accurate, and timely. (20 U.S.C. 1401)

b Interview district special education coordinator. Secure school

district information regjing the following for the. current year

add, insofar as practical, for the previous year.

a) The procedure by which a student typically ls identified as

handicapped.

b) How IEPs typically are developed, reviewed, and revised.

c) What role the parent and student typically play in the IEP

process.

d) The relationship between resources available for providing

special education to handicapped children and resources needed

for providing such services, (or what, any, services are

neigd but are not -available).

Following are questions that might-be asked to elicit the above

information. These questions should, where appropriate, be asked
,

for both the current and the previous year. Note that for this

1-t

.
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d) PhotocopPIEPi.-

e). Remove personallY identifying information prom IEPs.

0 Collect a nd-scan-edit questionnaires.

g) Ship collcted materials to RTI.

4) Review Level 2 sample.studentls IEPs (for the two-year period) and

all other data in the student's file related to'determiriatio'n of

present level of educational performance-ind development and imple-

It

mentation of the IEP.

Interview sample student's teacher or teachers. Secure information.

regarding the following for the current year and, insofar as prac-,

tical, for the previous year.

a) Special education and related services that the student actually

is/has been' receiving'

b) Tangible evidence (e.g., student's classroom folder, classroom

activity sheets, claisroom charts or bulletin board, classroom

materials, and other resources) of activities in which thq

student likely is involved.

c) The teacher's perception of any differences between services

specified in the student's IEPs and services the student actually

is/has been receiving, and reasons for any differences.

While the interview should be only loosely structured, the following

questions are appropriate. During the interviews, every effort must
vt,

be made by the interviewers to be Unobtrusive, temperate, and coopera-

tive, particularly when addressing the issue of differences between

requirement, listed on -the IEP Wand services actually provided.

ar What special education services does this student receive?

When? Where? From whom?

b) What strategies or methods are being used to meetothe annual

goals and shprt term objectives listed on the IEP?

c) Is it practical to visit the student's classroom (where special

-education services are delivered)?

,d) Isit practical tosee examples of the student=s work toward

meeting the annual, goals and short-ter objectives? To see

clapsroom records, materials, Atc., that indicate what, progress

the student is making and what resources are available to him

or her?.

-v4. . B.3 -I4 if
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interview and all of the following interviews with other persondei,

the questions listed are intended only as generil indications of

types of questions that might be asked to elicit the required intor--.

coition. The specific questions to.be asked will vary considetably

depending upon the particular circumstadces involved.

. a)

b)

What

as

In

follOWed?

is the procedure by which a student typically is identified

handicapped?
. -

fpproximately what proportion of the cases is thids procedure

t !
e '

itW-
itco:

..:.../

c) If.the typical procedure is used leas'than 90 percent of the
1

timr, what alternative prOcedures are used?--

d) If the typical procedure is used less than 90' percent of the
$

time, what determines that an.alternative procedure be uses?

e) Typically, how are IEPs developed, reviewed, nd4evised?

(e.g.,. Is an IEP developed by a committee Or developed by -a

teacher andreviewed by a committee? Doesthe committee sit .

together as a ooMmittie to review an ,IEP or does each committee

member review it independently? Are IEPs revised mbre often

than annually and', if soy what is the mechanism for revision?)-

f) What proportion of handicapped students' parents assist in'the

development of the students' MP?

g) What. proportion of IEPs receive parental approval? What methods,

with what frequency, are used to obtain approval?

4) What proportion of handicapped students participate in theIEP

developmental process? What is the nature_of their participation?

i) . What, if any, services for handicapped children are needed but4

not available?

3) At each sample school in tee district, collect data for the Basic

Study and for Level 1 of :the Retr'pspectimiLongitudinal'Substudy

following the procedures.establishedjor those studies. This includes

the following activities:.

a) Meet with school principal and distribute the School Character-

istics Questionnaire.

b) Select student sample.,

c) -Collect IERs an' ' istribute the Student Characteristics

Questionnaire.

12i
.2

oo.
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4
e) Do the spedial education Services received, by alit stude t

differ from thosA listed on tie IEP?

f) If so, what are the reasons for .the difference?

g) Who developed,the.student's IEP?
-

k) How familiar are the student's parents with the student's /EP

and special education program?

The teachAl'inierview.should be conducted in sufficient depth, and suffi-

cient notes should.be taken, to permit the interviewerto document, as soon

afterthe interview as practical, the 32 items of information listed on the

following data.record forms (Exhibit 8.1). Pertinent` informttien'from the

statienti tile {from Activity 3 above) also should be useeta5 complete the
.

items.. Note that Items 2-14 and 16-21 refer to thestudent's actual special

-education program, not to the student's IEP.

6) Interview, as appropriate, the school principal, other school per-
.,

sonnel, and/or members of the committee that developed the tstudenOT

IEP. Secure bremAtheprincipal any .general information regarding
,

the IEP process and resource avAilability,the Was not or could not

be obtained at the district 'gel. Also, from, the principal and/or

ether school or committee personnel, obtain any required information

that 601d notbe obtsinea'from the student's teacher(s) regarding

reasons g any difference between the IEP and services actually

* ,

provided.

7) Interview student's parents or guardian. Wherever practical, to

minimize inconvenience to the parents, conduct the parent4inteiviews .

,

by telephone.. Explain the purpose of the -Survey, confidentiality of

data, eic., .to parent. Secure information regarding the following

for the cdrrent year and, insofar as practical, for the
. .. , .

.

. year. (
ArPriog to interviewing parents, the interviewer will have

" determine(Wromeschool personnel whether` or no t the child's parents

are conversant in, English and will have made appropri164,arrangements
.. . .

.0

for conducting the interview:)
.7,4)

a) Nature of parental participation
,

inspieI1P process..

b) Degree that parent is 'knowledgeable regarding the content of

.

h
the IEP, If ete parent is' not fluent in English, what assis,.

f

tame was provided to insure that the parent understood the 'EP

is' and his/her'nights under thelaw. -
;

. .
. .

4

8.4 ft, moo r
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1.' IEP was developed by:

Exhibit B.1

LEVEL 2 SUBSTUDY DATA RECORD FORM .

DATA REGARDING SPECIAL EDUCATION SERVICES PROVIDED
(For Current School Year)

".
Student Y.D.

.a. Teacher who provides the educational service. .

.b. Committee.

If "b," committee personnel and extent of inputs to IEP: '
Perdbanel `Nrcent of Input

se

The Student's Present Level of Educational Performance
2.

Name, or one sentence descriptor
of each major test, instrument,
observation, or examination

3.

Approximate
date adminigrered
(If multiple dates,

-list latest date
prior to develop-
ment of current IEP)

Significant evaluation
results

Specific S icial Education Sdrvices to be Provided to the Student; and ExQent
of Participation in Regular Program.- Projected Date of Initiation and Antici-

4

paled Duration of Service. t__!!!/

5. 6. 7. . 8.

Extent of
Partitipation

Titled) and 1-2 sentence descriptor(s) ' Date of Anticipated (in hours per
: of each placement and any other services Initiation Duration of day and days

includin "related sdkvipes." of Service Service per week)

Sir

9. Amount of time student is assigned to regular' education program (int,laurs
per week);

hours per,yeek

B.5
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(Exhibit B.1 (continued)]

10.

4

4, .

Annual goals fir the student

4

4)

Short-Term Objecti es

&I

11.

The. nature of th5,instructional,plan'
actually, used to meet the annual goals
(e.g,,4does teacher use a standardized
lesfon7plan, his/her own documented
lesson plan, informal notes,.the short-
term objectivesrin the IEP, teaching
steps that are committed, to memory?- If

other than or in addition to the IEP,
is the actual plan more detailed or
less detailed than that indicated by
the short-term. objectives, in the IEP?)

NO'

Proportion
of short-term
objectives fbr
which specific

evaluation
criteria exists

15. Summary of statements and opinions regarding reasons forampy differences between

'N\

13,

Proportion
of short-term
objectives for

'which evaluation
procedures'exist

14.

When
short-term:
objectives.
are (will

be) evaluated

IEP and actual program.

4
,
4 4e. 0"

W

12,



Exhibit,$.1 (continued) t
DATA REGARDING SPECIAL EDUCATION SERVICES PROVIDED

{For Prior School Year)

Student I.D.

.

16-19. Specific Special Education Services Provlded to 'the Sfudent, and Extent
bf Participationin.Regular Program. late of Initiation and Duration
of Service

.

16. 17. 18. 19.

Extent of
Participation

Title(s) and 1-2 sentence descriptor(s) Date of (in hours per
of each placement and any other Initiation Duration day and days

services including "related. services." . of Service of Service per week)

.

i 6 '
. it x *.

O. Amount of time student was assigned to regular education program (in -

hours per week). ..- ,w

hours' per Week

21. Annual goals"for the student.

4

'W

22. Summary of statements and opinions regarding reasons for any differences
between IEP and actual program.'

p 13.7
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fixbribit B.I (continued) I , A

`

DATA REGARDING.PARENT:L\AMILIARITY WITH THEIR
CHILD'S IEP.AND SPECIAL EDUCATION PROGRAM

(From Teacher)

23. Is parent `sufficiently converTant in English to understand their child's IEP?

Yes No

24.

qf "no," what steps have been taken to assist parents in understanding
he IEP? _

.

25. Is parent'aware chid is classed as N'andicapped?

Yes No Don't know
0 ,

26. Is parent aware that child has an IEP?..

....../dies . No . Don't know

, .

274. If "yes," is parent familiar with the content of their child's IEP?

A. Yes, thoroughly familiar with content.
b. Yes, somewhat_familiar with content.
c. Is 'only vaguely familiar with content.
d. Is,not at all familiar with content.

28. To what extent does parent agree that their child's IEP is appropriate?

a. Completely agrees with.LEP.
b: Agrees with most of IEP.
c. Agrees "with a small part of IEP.
d. Completely disagrees with IEP.

'

29. If "a," "b," or 'lc," what is the nature of_the disagreement?
1

4%6'
.

30. Does parent consider that child is receiving services specified in IEP?

Yes No Doesn't knOw

31. If "no," what services does parent think are pot being provided?

32. Summary, of any additional information regarding parental perceptions of
the child's IEP, services received, or the IEP process:

f B.8
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N

f.

c) Degree that parent approves.of the EP.$

d) The parent's perceptions of and degree of satisTaction.with

services actually being provided.

While die interview should be only loosely structured, the folAwing

questions he appropriate. .

a). Are you aware that you child is considered by the school to be

ha dicapped?

Ar you aware that your .child has an individualized education

program?

c) If yes, are you familiar with the content of the IEP for your
,

1 child? What assistancowas provided to help you understand the

content and intended use of the IEP?
. j

d) If yes, in general terms,'what do you see the IEP as

b)

consisting

of (i.e., what services does the IEP'say will be provided to

your When? Where? How? By whom?)

e) To what extent do you agree with Your child's IEP (e.1., do

you:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

Completely disagree with the IEP?

Agree'sh.th a small part of the IEP?

Agree' with most of the'IEP?

Completely agree withthe IEP?

4

f) What role did you play in developing and /or approving the IEP?

(e:g., Did you participate in the planning meeting? Review'the

IEP with a school committee? Review the. IEP with a teacher or

colims4kor? ,Sigi.the IEP as an indication of your approval?)

g) What special edAion services is your child actually receiving?

h) How satisfied you with the special services that are being

provided?_ C.

As soon after the interview as practical, or during the interview if

conducted by telephone, document the ten items of information listed on, the

Parent Interview Summary (Exhtpit B.2).

8) Prepare a narrative summary of any site-visit

opinions not already documented on the forms

t phrticular, include results of ,the LEA1e0e1

narrative summary.

B.9
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Exhibit B.2

VEL 2 SUBSTUDY PARENT INTERVIEW SUMMARY 1

PARENT INTERVIEW SUMMARY
{From "Parent)

P
1. Is parent sufficiently conversant in English to understand their child.'s IEP?

Yes
:

Ito

.2. 'If 'no," what steps have,bein taken to assist parents in understanding the IEP?

3. . Is parent aware child is classed as handicapped?

Yes No Could not determine

4. Is parent aware that child has an IEP?

Yes No

\_
5. If *yes," is parent familiar with the content of their child's IEP?

a. Yes, thoroughly familiar with content.
b. Yes, somewhat familiar with content.
c. Is only vaguely familiar with content.
d. Is not at all'familiar with content:

6.' To what extent does-parent agree that their child's IEP is appropriate?

'a. Completely agrees with IEP.
b. Agrees with most of IEP.
c. Agrees with a small part of IEP,
d. tOrapletely disagrees with IEP.

7. If "a," "b4 or "c," what is the nature of the disagreement?

8. Does parent consider that child is receiving services specified in IEP?

Yes No Doesn't know '

9. If "no," what services does pirent think are not being provided?

10. Summary of additional parent information regarding their child's IEP,
services received, or the IEP process;

B.10
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